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FOREWORD 


From  1972  to  1980  ARI  performed  a  multifaceted  research  program  in  support 
of  the  Army's  equal  opportunity  program.  This  program  produced  numerous  prod¬ 
ucts  which  have  been  instrumental  in  assisting  the  Army  in  coping  with  signif¬ 
icant  problems  related  to  race,  ethnicity,  and  gender. 

Among  the  major  concerns  of  Army  leadership  were  institutional  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  the  Army  and  its  impact  on  the  individual  soldier,  his/her  unit,  and 
the  Army  as  a  whole.  Previous  ARI  research  developed  an  operational  definition 
of  institutional  discrimination  and  a  prototype  methodology  for  its  quantifi¬ 
cation  and  measurement,  which  not  only  has  been  institutionalized  in  the  Army 
but  has  also  been  used  in  other  agencies,  both  military  and  civilian.  This 
research,  which  also  showed  trends  in  the  status  of  black  soldiers  from  1964 
through  1973  in  terms  of  appropriate  representation  on  a  number  of  personnel 
management  dimensions,  was  published  and  broadly  disseminated  as  DA  PAM  600-43, 
"Measuring  Institutional  Discrimination  in  the  Army." 

The  research  reported  here  builds  and  elaborates  on  the  concepts  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  DA  pamphlet.  The  scope  is  expanded  to  include  female  and  non¬ 
black  minority  service  members,  and  the  time  period  is  extended  through  FY  80. 
The  results  demonstrate  the  progress  the  Army  made  in  managing  this  problem 
as  well  as  those  areas  where  problems  still  existed. 

This  document  is  intended  as  a  supplement  to  the  original  DA  pamphlet, 
not  as  a  replacement  or  as  the  final  word  on  institutional  discrimination  in 
the  Army.  The  voluminous  data  provide  an  excellent  source  of  reference  mate¬ 
rial  for  use  in  EO  training  at  company  through  executive  levels.  In  addition, 
this  document  provides  decision  makers  with  updated  information  concerning 
the  important  personnel  management  area  of  institutionalized  inequities  among 
demographic  groups  in  the  Army. 
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MEASURING  INSTITUTIONAL  DISCRIMINATION  IN  THE  ARMY:  1974-1980 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Requirement: 

To  update  the  data  presented  in  DA  PAM  600-43  Measuring  Institutional 
Racial  Discrimination  in  the  Army.  This  report  is  intended  to  supplement  but 
not  to  replace  the  DA  pamphlet. 


Procedure : 

Conceptual  research  on  institutional  discrimination  published  since  the 
pamphlet  is  summarized.  Methods  of  data  extraction  and  definitions  of  the 
descriptive  statistics  used,  including  the  Difference  Indicator,  are  presented, 

The  project  was  designed  to  achieve  three  objectives:  (1)  to  maximize 
comparability  with  the  concept  of  institutional  discrimination  as  presented 
in  the  DA  pamphlet,  (2)  to  temporally  extend  the  data  base  from  1974  through 
1980,  and  (3)  to  expand  the  scope  to  include  not  only  blacks,  but  also  His- 
panics,  racial/ethnic  (R/E)  others,  and  females.  The  Defense  Manpower  Data 
Center  computer  records  of  all  Army  personnel  on  active  duty  for  the  years 
1974  through  1980  were  interrogated  by  specially  developed  software.  In  ex¬ 
cess  of  5.4  million  cases  are  included  in  the  reported  data. 


Findings: 

In  comparison  to  the  U.S.  population,  blacks  and  R/E  others  were  over¬ 
represented  in  the  Army  in  1980  while  females  and  Hispanics  were  underrepre¬ 
sented.  Representation  of  females,  blacks,  and  Hispanics  has  increased  over 
the  7  years  investigated  in  this  research.  All  four  groups  were  underrepre¬ 
sented  in  the  officer  grades.  Representation  in  officer  grades  is  increasing 
for  blacks  and  females.  Blacks  and  R/E  others  were  overrepresented  among 
enlisted  grades  while  females  and  Hispanics  were  underrepresented.  Increasing 
representation  in  enlisted  grades  is  evident  for  all  four  groups. 

when  the  distribution  of  personnel  of  the  various  groups  across  occupa¬ 
tional  categories  is  considered,  uniform  distribution  was  not  observed* 
Further,  each  of  the  four  groups  had  a  distinct  pattern  of  disparate  dis¬ 
tribution.  Several  time  trends  were  identified;  a  subset  of  these  provided 
continuity  with  those  reported  in  the  DA  pamphlet  for  blacks  while  others 
showed  a  complete  reversal  of  direction. 


When  speed  of  promotion  is  considered,  in  general,  blacks  were  found  to 
achieve  grade  more  slowly  and  females  more  quickly  than  the  average  during 
the  period  investigated.  All  four  groups  achieved  E9  more  slowly  than  the 
average.  Neither  education  nor  mental  test  scores  treated  as  control  vari¬ 
ables  seemed  able  to  account  for  these  differences.  Blacks  with  high  mental 
test  scores  were  found  for  all  years  to  have  achieved  specific  enlisted  grades 
more  slowly  than  either  blacks  or  whites  with  low  mental  test  scores. 

When  total  separations  from  the  Army  for  1980  are  considered,  whites  and 
females  were  overrepresented  in  comparison  to  the  other  groups.  Examining 
separations  by  occupational  categories,  it  was  found  that  the  personnel  in 
certain  occupations  were  more  likely  to  separate  and  that  distinct  patterns 
were  evident  for  the  various  demographic  groups. 


Utilization  of  Findings: 

The  results  reported  here  may  prove  useful  as  reference  material  for 
equal  opportunity  training  programs  and  as  an  information  source  for  policy 
formula tors . 
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MEASURING  INSTITUTIONAL  DISCRIMINATION  IN  THE  ARMY:  1974-1980 


OVERVIEW 

The  concept  of  institutional  discrimination  was  developed  by  researchers 
who  noted  diverse  ways  that  group  inequities  have  been  integral  to  the  social 
system.  Knowles  and  Prewitt  (1969)  extensively  documented  the  existence  of 
this  phenomenon  in  U.S.  society,  and  Willie  (1974)  collected  a  range  of  papers 
on  the  subject.  Nordlie,  Thomas,  and  Sevilla  (1975)  pioneered  in  the  systematic 
empirical  study  of  such  phenomena.  They  made  a  report  on  institutional  discrim¬ 
ination  concerning  blacks,  in  the  U.S.  Army  between  1962  and  1973,  finding  both 
(1)  a  number  of  dramatic  improvements  in  the  circumstances  of  blacks  over  a 
decade  and  (2)  areas  where  blacks  continued  to  be  at  a  severe  disadvantage. 
Subsequently,  their  research,  augmented  by  a  related  investigation  (Nordlie  & 
Carroll,  1976),  has  been  published  as  a  Department  of  the  Army  (1977)  pamphlet. 
The  general  approach  was  modified  for  application  to  mode rate -si zed  Army  units 
(Nordlie,  Edmonds,  &  Goehring,  1978)  and  was  field  tested  (Goehring,  in  press). 

The  primary  definition  of  the  construct  of  institutional  discrimination 
serving  as  the  basis  of  this  investigation  parallels  very  closely  that  of 
Nordlie  et  al.  Institutional  discrimination  against  minorities  or  women  is  any 
difference  in  what  happens  to  people  in  an  organization — a  difference  which 

1 .  is  correlated  with  demographic  group  membership; 

2.  results  from  the  normal  functioning  of  the  organization;  and 

3.  operates  to  the  consistent  disadvantage  of  minority  group  members  or 
women . 

This  formulation  emphasizes  the  identification  of  institutional  discrimination 
by  its  effects,  implicitly  dictating  an  empirical  as  opposed  to  a  theoretical 
approach  to  an  organizational  appraisal  of  its  existence.  The  definition  is 
general,  allowing  a  wide  range  in  types  of  differences  between  the  particular 
group  in  question  and  the  remaining  members  of  the  organization  to  be  interpret¬ 
ed  as  evidence  of  institutional  discrimination.  In  addition,  the  definition 
does  not  address  whether  the  organization  intends  to  discriminate  or  even 
whether  it  acknowledges  that  a  particular  situation  exists;  the  effects  of 
institutional  discrimination  are  its  hallmark. 

O'Connor  (1977)  has  developed  a  formulation  of  discrimination  which  sug¬ 
gests  a  behavior  continuum  between  personal  and  institutional  discrimination. 
Figure  1  shows  his  model,  the  strength  of  which  is  its  allowance  for  a  range 
of  behavior  modalities  from  intermediate  to  extreme.  However,  the  conceptuali¬ 
zation  seems  to  suffer  from  two  shortcomings:  neither  the  distinction  between 
an  organization  and  an  institution  nor  the  approach  one  might  take  to  directly 
measure  the  various  types  has  been  sufficiently  elaborated. 

Two  dynamics  underlying  institutional  discrimination  have  been  clearly 
identified  (Feagin  &  Feagin,  1978).  Past-in-present  institutional  discrimina¬ 
tion  emphasizes  the  inertial  aspects  whereby  past  discrimination  or  its  results 
are  reflected  in  current  disadvantages  to  the  group  under  consideration.  The 


Figure  1.  O'Connor  model  of  institutional  discrimination. 


active  discrimination  itself  may  have  abated  or  completely  ceased.  For  example, 
women  historically  were  virtually  excluded  from  certain  occupations.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  there  is  today,  and  for  years  there  likely  will  be,  a  sparsity  of  female 
managerial  and  executive  personnel  in  some  fields. 

The  other  type,  side-effect  or  fair-in-form  institutional  discrimination, 
occurs  in  any  situation  where  there  are  secondary  discriminatory  effects.  It 
may  occur  where  an  employment  or  educational  opportunity  has  some  arbitrary 
credential,  test  score,  or  other  requirement  as  a  prerequisite.  Ostensibly  the 
requirements  are  fair  to  applicants  from  all  groups,  but  typically  the  require¬ 
ments  have  differentially  negative  impacts  upon  minority  group  members  and 
females . 

Where  substantial  predictive  validity  has  been  demonstrated,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  relationship  between  scores  on  scholastic  aptitude  tests  and  grades 
in  the  freshman  year  of  college,  or  where  certain  standards  are  deemed  ration¬ 
ally  necessary,  such  as  height  and  weight  requirements  for  certain  types  of 
police  work,  the  results  may  still  be  seriously  detrimental  to  certain  groups. 
Thus,  the  breadth  of  the  general  construct  of  institutional  discrimination  is 
revealed;  in  certain  situations  it  can  continue  to  exist,  seemingly  with  both 
validity  and  rationality.  Further,  the  past-in-present  dynamic  can  and  often 
does  exacerbate  the  effects  of  the  fair-in-form  variety  of  institutional 
discrimination. 

when  institutional  discrimination  is  considered  within  the  specific  context 
of  organizations  (cf.  Alvarez  &  Lutterman,  1979),  a  frequent  aspect  considered 
is  the  representation  of  various  groups.  In  general,  questions  of  representa¬ 
tion  ask  whether  various  identifiable  subsets  of  persons  from  a  defined  eligible 
population  are  members  of  some  group  within  the  organization  in  the  same  rela¬ 
tive  numbers  as  they  comprise  in  the  eligible  population.  Representation  can  be 
investigated  concerning  a  variety  of  characteristics  (Eitelberg,  1978)  such  as 
ideology,  social  status,  and  quality.  With  regard  to  the  all -volunteer  force 
and  the  Army,  in  particular,  some  discussion  of  the  relevance  of  these  issues 
has  occurred  (Eitelberg,  1977;  Janowitz  &  Moskos,  1979),  but  the  focus  seems  to 
have  been  largely  upon  the  variable  of  race  (Shields,  1980;  Schexnider  &  Butler, 
1976;  Janowitz  &  Moskos,  1974). 

In  group  representational  analyses  of  organizations  two  distinct  patterns 
have  been  identified  and  are  repeatedly  observed  (cf.  Feagin  &  Feagin,  1978). 

The  structure  of  most  organizations  with  employed  personnel  is  hierarchical, 
having  fewer  individuals  at  each  higher  echelon.  An  organization  with  this 
structure  may  be  graphically  represented  by  a  triangle.  Figure  2,  sketch  A, 
shows  the  horizontal  pattern  in  which  members  of  the  particular  group  being 
considered  are  overrepresented  at  a  particular  organizational  level,  typically 
one  of  lower  status.  In  many  organizations,  minorities  and  women  are  over¬ 
represented  among  the  workers  in  comparison  to  their  numbers  among  supervisory, 
managerial,  and  executive  personnel.  Sketch  B  of  Figure  2  shows  the  vertical 
pattern.  The  representational  discrepancies  of  this  pattern  are  in  terms  of 
functional  areas  within  the  organization.  For  example,  in  many  organizations, 
minorities  and  women  are  found  to  be  relatively  overrepresented  in  such  depart¬ 
ments  as  personnel  or  clerical  and  underrepresented  in  operational  and  highly 
technological  departments.  Both  the  vertical  and  horizontal  patterns  are  in 
evidence  simultaneously  in  some  organizations. 
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The  current  research  has  been  designed  to  achieve  three  objectives:  (1) 
to  maximize  comparability  with  the  previous  research  investigations  of  insti¬ 
tutional  discrimination  in  the  Army  (Department  of  the  Army,  1977),  (2)  to 
temporally  extend  the  data  base  through  1980,  and  (3)  to  expand  the  scope  to 
include  nonblack  minorities  and  females.  However,  the  undertaking  has  been 
limited,  because  of  resource  constraints,  to  only  five  demographic  groups  and 
to  data  existing  in  computerized  records.  The  report  is  not  intended  as,  nor 
should  it  be  interpreted  to  be,  a  final  assessment  of  institutional  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  the  Army.  Rather,  it  is  simply  one  contribution  to  the  developing  per¬ 
spective  of  how  various  groups  have  fared  in  the  Army  during  the  time  period 
covered.  Major  portions  of  such  an  understanding  are  to  be  gained  from  the 
periodic  reports  of  both  the  Department  of  the  Army,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Personnel,  Director  of  Human  Resources  Development,  Office  of  Equal  Opportunity 
Programs,  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Equal  Opportunity),  as  well  as  the  reports  of  other  government  agencies 
and  several  public  sector  research  organizations. 


METHOD 

Data  Source 

I  Records  for  all  active  duty  Army  personnel  in  the  data  base  of  the  Defense 

Manpower  Data  Center  (DMDC)  for  the  years  1974  through  1980  were  interrogated 
by  a  FORTRAN  computer  program  developed  specifically  for  the  project.  Officer 
and  enlisted  master  edited  files  as  of  30  June  of  1974  and  1975,  and  30  Septem¬ 
ber  for  all  other  years  served  as  the  data  source  for  the  research.  The  1980 
fiscal  year  loss  files  provided  the  data  concerning  withdrawal  from  the  Army. 

Demographic  Groups 

Four  groups  were  of  primary  interest:  blacks,  Hispanics,  racial/ethnic 
(R/E)  others,  and  females.  The  first  three  categories  were  established  based 
upon  interrogation  of  race  and  ethnic  variables  on  the  computer  file  record 
which  originated  from  self-reportea  information.  The  classification  of  R/E 
others  includes  data  of  persons  of  the  non-Hispanic  ethnic  categories  regardless 
of  race  category,  and  of  persons  of  the  racial  "other"  identification.  Table  1 
shows  the  detailed  encoding  of  demographic  groups.  In  addition,  because  the 
variable  of  ethnicity  was  on  neither  the  enlisted  file  for  1974  nor  the  officer 
files  for  1974  or  1975,  the  category  of  racial/ethnic  others  has  missing  data 
for  those  years. 

Prior  to  1976,  the  only  available  information  on  Hispanic  identification 
is  based  on  the  matching  of  surnames  with  a  Spanish  name  list.  Crotser  (1976) 
found  only  about  half  of  persons  in  DMDC  DoD  files  with  Spanish  surnames  iden¬ 
tifying  themselves  as  Hispanic,  while  about  one-fourth  of  those  with  Hispanic 
self-identification  do  not  have  Spanish  surnames.  To  avoid  the  problem  of  data 
comparability,  for  those  years  where  only  Spanish  surname  match  data  were  avail¬ 
able,  the  Hispanic  classification  is  treated  as  missing.  Thus,  the  black, 
Hispanic,  R/E  other  and  white  categories  are  all  mutually  exclusive  of  one 
another,  though  the  female  category  is  not.  Analysis  of  racial/ethnic  category 


by  gender  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  research  effort. 
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Table  1 

£ 

Encoding  of  demographic  groups 
based  on  conjunction  of  race 
and  ethnic  group  variables  in  DMDC  files. 


Race 

Ethnic  Group 

Missing 

White  Black 

Other 

Missing 

U 

W 

B 

0 

Mexican 

H 

H 

H 

H 

Puerto  Rican 

H 

H 

H 

H 

Cuban 

H 

H 

H 

H 

Latin  American 

H 

H 

H 

H 

Other  Hispanic 

H 

H 

H 

H 

Aleut 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Eskimo 

0 

0 

0 

0 

North  American  Indian 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Chinese 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Japanese 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Koreanb 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Indian 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Filipino 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vietnam ese  b 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Asiag 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Melanesian^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mi crones iag 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Polynesian  . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other  Pacific  Islander0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other0 

0 

W 

B 

0 

None0 

u 

W 

B 

0 

a 

U  =  Unknown ,  W  =  White,  H  = 

=  Hispanic,  E 

i  =  Black, 

and  0  =  Racial/Ethnic  Others 

b 

Not  included  as  a  separate 

category  on 

DMDC  Army 

files  until  after 

Sept.  1979 

After  Sept.  1979  these  are 

not  distinguishable  or 

i  DMDC  Army  files. 

encoded  in 

this  report  as  None  in  the  Table . 


6 


Cases  with  indeterminate  demographic  identification  were  excluded  from  the 
tabulations.  Table  2  shows  record  totals  and  percentages  of  cases  which  were 
excluded  because  of  unusable  demographic  information  for  officers  and  enlisted 
personnel.  Overall  the  proportion  of  unusable  officer  records  is  almost  six 
times  that  of  enlisted  records. 

Operational  Definitions 

The  primary  conceptual  definition  of  institutional  discrimination  being 
used  in  the  research  is  that  of  Nordlie  et  al.,  cited  above.  Three  distinct 
types  of  descriptive  statistics  will  serve  as  the  operational  definitions  for 
the  analysis.  Of  the  three,  proportions  or  percentages  are  the  simplest, 
familiar  enough  to  need  no  elaboration. 

Requiring  some  explanation  is  a  derived  statistic  for  measuring  speed  of 
promotion  termed  Months  in  Service  to  Make  Present  Grade  (MMG).  It  is  calcu¬ 
lated  for  each  person  by  subtracting  the  data  element,  Basic  Active  Service 
Date,  or  for  officers,  their  Date  of  Entry  to  Officer  Ranks,  from  the  Date  of 
Current  Paygrade  after  transforming  both  variables  to  months.  If  either  of 
the  requisite  dates  is  missing  on  the  record  of  an  individual,  MMG  is  also 
missing. 

The  third  statistic  used  is  called  the  Difference  Indicator  (D.I.).  This 
computation  has  elsewhere  been  variously  termed  the  Discrimination  Indicator 
(Department  of  the  Army,  1977)  and  the  Representation  Index  (Nordlie  et  al., 
1975).  It  is  defined  as 


Actual  Number 

D.I.  =  Expected  Number  x  100  ~  100  (1) 

The  numerator  is  the  actual  number  of  persons  in  a  given  demographic  group  of 
interest  who  are  observed  in  a  particular  category  as  a  result  of  personnel 
decisions.  The  denominator  is  the  expected  number  of  persons  of  the  particular 
demographic  group  which  would  be  observed  in  the  category  if  (1)  the  probability 
of  a  person  in  that  demographic  group  being  included  in  the  category  is  the 
same  as  the  mean  probability  of  inclusion  for  persons  in  the  entire  defined 
eligible  population  and  if  (2)  sampling  variability  is  ignored.  The  operating 
characteristics  of  the  statistic  have  been  studied  in  some  detail  (Goehring, 
1979).  The  concept  of  expected  number  can  be  explained  more  simply.  It  is  the 
number  of  persons  from  a  specific  demographic  group  one  would  observe  in  the 
particular  category  of  interest  if  all  factors  leading  to  selection  for  the 
category  were  exactly  the  same  for  everyone  in  the  eligible  population  regard¬ 
less  of  demographic  group  membership.  The  notion  of  expected  number  is  funda¬ 
mentally  mathematical  rather  than  a  matter  of  direct  common  sense.  For  example, 
if  we  assume  that  all  U.S.  citizens  are  the  eligible  population  for  the  Army, 
then  based  upon  the  rationale  behind  the  expected  number  notion  one  would 
"expect"  over  half  of  the  Army  to  be  female.  Clearly  many  factors  are  not 
constant.  Thus,  the  reader  is  advised  to  be  very  cautious  in  interpreting 
expected  numbers  as  the  number  of  persons  who  "should"  be  observed  in  a  partic¬ 
ular  category.  Expected  numbers  simply  offer  a  convenient  and  relatively 
direct  basis  of  comparison  for  the  data. 

The  expected  number  is  calculated  by  multiplying  the  proportion  of  persons 
of  the  demographic  group  of  interest  in  the  eligible  population  times  the  total 
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indeterminate  demographic  information 
by  grade  and  year 


number  of  persons  included  in  the  category  of  interest.  The  multiplication  and 
subtraction  of  100  affect  only  the  scaling  and  not  the  substance  of  the  D.I. 

A  simple  example  car  show  how  the  statistic  works.  Suppose  1000  soldiers 
are  eligible  for  promotion  and  that  200,  or  .2,  are  females.  If  100  promotions 
are  made  and  the  assumptions  above  are  invoked,  then  20  of  the  promoted  soldiers 
will  be  female.  If  the  actual  number  of  promoted  soldiers  who  are  female  ex¬ 
ceeds  20,  females  are  said  to  be  overrepresented  and  the  value  of  the  D.I.  will 
be  greater  than  zero.  If  fewer  than  20  females  are  among  those  promoted,  fe¬ 
males  are  underrepresented  and  the  D.I.  will  be  less  than  zero.  If  exactly  20 
females  are  promoted,  the  D.I.  will  equal  zero.  The  value  of  the  D.I.  can  be 
considered  a  percentage. 

The  D.I.  can  range  as  low  as  -100  and  as  high  as 

100  (2) 
IT  “  100» 

where  FI  is  the  proportion  of  persons  of  the  demographic  of  interest  in  the  eli¬ 
gible  population.  In  the  example  above,  it  can  be  seen  that  if  all  of  the 
soldiers  promoted  were  female,  the  D.I.  value  would  be  +400.  However,  had  fe¬ 
males  comprised  only  .1  of  the  eligible  population  and  all  of  those  promoted 
were  female,  the  value  of  the  D.I.  would  be  +900.  If  .8  of  the  eligible  popu¬ 
lation  were  male,  the  maximum  obtainable  D.I.  for  males  would  be  only  +25. 

Thus,  the  difference  indicator  is  said  to  be  not  reciprocal  in  the  case  of  two- 
group  categorization  (e.g.,  male-female  or  black -nonblack )  or,  in  general, 
asymmetrical  among  different  groups.  The  implication  is  that  comparisons  of 
positive  D.I.  values  among  groups  with  large  differences  in  II  values  is  to  be 
avoided.  In  such  cases,  it  is  more  appropriate  to  examine  and  compare  the  con¬ 
stituent  numbers  of  the  D.I. 1 

An  equivalent  expression  for  the  statistic,  and  one  which  is  often  more 
convenient  to  calculate  is 

D.I.  =  100P/II  -  100,  (3) 

where  P  is  the  proportion  of  persons  included  in  the  category  who  are  members 
of  the  demographic  classification  of  interest.  In  this  form  the  D.I.  can  be 
seen  to  be  the  ratio  of  two  proportions  subjected  to  what  in  mathematics  is 
known  as  a  linear  transformation. 


Should  one  wish  to  make  comparisons  among  positive  D.I.  values  based  upon 
groups  with  differing  IT  values,  it  is  possible  to  transform  them  so  that  the 
maximum  value  is  +100.  The  resulting  statistic  is  termed  a  Ceilinged  Difference 
Indicator  (C.D.I.)  and  is  calculated  as  follows:  C.D.I.  =  D.I.  11/(1-  IT)  =  100 
(P-II )/(1-II).  For  a  group  with  n  less  than  .5,  the  C.D.I.  will  be  less  than 
the  D.I.  For  a  group  with  IT  greater  than  .5,  the  C.D.I.  will  be  larger  than 
the  D.I.  Where  IT  =  .5,  the  C.D.I.  will  equal  the  D.I.  Whereas  a  D.I.  indi¬ 
cates  percent  of  underrepresentation  or  overrepresentation,  the  C.D.I.  cannot 
be  interpreted  as  a  percentage.  Further,  unlike  the  D.I.,  the  C.D.I.  does  not 
have  a  fixed,  minimum  value  of  -100.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  the 
C.D.I.  be  applied  guardedly  and  only  to  positive  D.I.  values. 


Eligible  Population 

The  value  of  the  D.I.  statistic  is  a  function  of  both  the  variable  in  the 
numerator  (P)  and  in  the  denominator  (II)  of  the  first  term  in  equation  3.  For 
any  given  actual  data  the  value  of  P  will  remain  unchanged.  However,  one  can 
generally  conceptualize  either  more  specific  or  more  general  eligible  populations 
usually  with  differing  values  of  IT.  For  example,  if  the  eligible  population  for 
05s  were  taken  as  all  04s,  a  more  general  eligible  population  would  be  all  offi¬ 
cers  and  a  more  specific  eligible  population  would  be  04s  who  had  5  years  in 
grade.  To  the  extent  that  the  n  values  differ  in  each  of  the  three  eligible 
populations,  the  expected  number  and  the  value  of  the  D.I.  would  differ  also. 

In  interpreting  D.I.  values,  therefore,  it  is  always  well  to  bear  in  mind  exactly 
what  eligible  population  is  being  used. 

Sampling  Variability 

Considerations  of  sampling  variability  and  statistical  significance  are, 
in  large  part,  not  applicable  to  this  report  because,  generally,  data  from  the 
entire  population  were  available.  Instead  of  asking  whether  a  finding  is  sta¬ 
tistically  significant,  it  must  be  asked  whether  it  is  of  importance,  where 
substantial  data  are  missing,  an  additional  question  to  ask  is  whether  the  data 
in  hand  might  be  biased  in  some  way.  Where  frequencies  in  some  categories  for 
a  given  group  are  very  small,  for  example,  female  or  R/E  other  senior  officers, 
it  must  be  realized  that  the  descriptive  statistics  may  not  be  very  stable 
across  time  periods.  In  such  cases  a  slight  numerical  increase  or  decrease  can 
produce  a  large  change  in  the  statistics. 

Comparability 

In  the  design  of  the  research,  the  plan  was  to  define  and  measure  all 
variables  as  similarly  as  possible  to  the  Nordlie  et  al.  studies.  This  was 
done  to  maximize  comparability  between  the  present  and  the  earlier  research 
findings.  Such  minor  differences  in  methods  as  did  occur  will  be  noted. 


RESULTS 

There  are  innumerable  ways  in  which  data  can  be  presented.  The  emphasis 
here  is  (1)  upon  current  circumstances  of  each  demographic  group  and  (2)  on  how 
such  circumstances  have  changed  over  time.  For  the  reasons  presented  above, 
comparisons  based  on  D.I.  values  between  groups  with  large  differences  in  pro¬ 
portions  in  eligible  population  are  to  be  avoided.  Current  statuses  of  various 
groups  impact  upon  the  day-to-day  reality  of  the  Army  and  may  be  expected  to 
affect  the  perceptions,  attitudes,  and  interactions  of  personnel  in  a  variety 
of  ways.  Time  trends  are  important  because  where  they  are  unambiguous,  they 
may  well  provide  a  view  into  the  future  if  relevant  factors  remain  relatively 
constant. 

Complete  data  tables  of  results  are  to  be  found  in  Appendix  A.  Data  for 
whites  have  been  included  in  these  tables  as  a  convenience  to  the  reader,  while 
data  for  males,  in  the  interest  of  brevity,  have  not,  but  may  be  readily  calcu¬ 
lated  based  on  the  proportions  or  counts  of  females  and  totals. 


Composition  of  the  Army 

Results  show  that  in  relation  to  the  representation  of  the  respective 
groups  in  the  U.S.  population  based  upon  census  estimates,  females  and  Hispanics 
are  currently  underrepresented  while  blacks  and  R/E  others  are  overrepresented 
in  the  Army.  Figure  3  presents  the  D.I.  values  by  demographic  group  for  the 
years  for  which  data  were  obtained.  The  trends  for  three  of  the  groups  are 
clear-cut,  suggesting  decreasing  underrepresentation  of  Hispanics  and  females 
and  increasing  overrepresentation  of  blacks.  Further,  across  the  years  all 
four  groups  show  an  unbroken  increase  in  actual  numbers,  with  the  largest  in¬ 
crease  among  females  (125%).  For  blacks  the  increasing  D.I.  values  continue 
the  trend  evident  in  the  data  of  Nordlie  et  al.,  beginning  about  1970. 

Distribution  of  Personnel  in  Grades 


Figure  4  shows  D.I.  values  for  warrant  and  commissioned  officers  for  each 
group.  For  1980  all  groups  are  underrepresented  among  officers  in  comparison 
to  the  estimates  of  their  numbers  in  the  U.S.  population.  No  trend  is  evident 
in  the  data  for  either  Hispanics  or  R/E  others,  while  data  for  both  blacks  and 
females  display  decreasing  underrepresentation.  For  blacks  it  continues  the 
trend  evident  in  the  earlier  data  since  about  1970.  Figure  5  presents  D.I. 
values  for  enlisted  personnel  for  each  group,  again  in  comparison  to  represen¬ 
tation  in  the  U.S.  population.  For  1980  blacks  and  R/E  others  are  overrepre¬ 
sented,  while  females  and  Hispanics  are  underrepresented.  All  four  groups  show 
continuously  increasing  actual  numbers  across  the  years  for  which  data  are  pre¬ 
sented  and  consistently  increasing  representation  with  the  exception  of  R/E 
others  between  1979  and  1980. 

Table  3  presents  ratios  of  officer  to  enlisted  personnel  for  demographic 
groups  by  year.  Pronounced  differences  between  groups  and,  with  the  exception 
of  whites,  high  consistencies  within  groups  over  the  years  are  evident.  These 
ratios  can  be  interpreted  as  displaying  the  horizontal  pattern  of  institutional 
discriminations  the  smaller  the  ratio,  the  greater  the  concentration  of  members 
of  the  particular  group  among  enlisted  relative  to  officer  grades.  In  compari¬ 
son  to  whites  both  currently  and  throughout  the  investigated  time  period,  what 
can  be  termed  "organizational  horizontal! zation”  has  fallen  most  notably  upon 
blacks,  slightly  less  upon  Hispanics,  less  upon  R/E  others,  and  least  upon  females. 

The  trend  in  the  ratios  for  whites  shows  steady  growth  in  the  ratio  of 
officer  to  enlisted  in  comparison  to  the  early  1960s.  The  comparable  ratios 
for  other  groups  show  essentially  no  changes  over  the  years. 

Presented  in  Figure  6  are  D.I.  values  for  individual  commissioned  and  war¬ 
rant  officer  grades  by  demographic  groups.  In  computing  the  statistics  the 
proportion  of  officers  of  each  group  at  each  grade  is  compared  to  the  total  pro¬ 
portion  of  each  group  among  all  officers.  Consequently,  unless  the  group  is 
uniformly  represented  at  each  grade,  necessarily  some  D.I.  values  will  indicate 
overrepresentation  and  others  underrepresentation  for  every  demographic 
classification . 

Blacks,  Hispanics,  R/E  others,  and  females  in  1980  are  underrepresented  at 
every  field  grade  (04  through  06)  and  at  General  Officer  (GO)  grades  and  over¬ 
represented  at  all  company  grades  (01  through  03)  with  the  exception  of  Hispanics 
at  01 . 
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Figure  3.  Difference  indicators  for  composition  of  Army 
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Figure  3.  continued 


150 


SimmmwvA 


o 

co 


O) 

r** 


00 

r- 


Is- 

h- 


CD 

r^- 


ID 

r^ 


CC 

CL 


WtAWkV 


\\\W 

►V 


H»ti 


M^SS 


T 

ID 

f^ 

I 


O 

00 


U) 

r^ 


oo 

r^ 


r- 


CD 

r- 


ID 

1*- 


=* 

r* 


ID 

oj 


I 

o 

o 


ID 

r^ 


o 

ID 


ID 

<\J 


ID 

CM 

I 


O 

ID 

I 


z 

1 

z 

1 

CD 

CC 

o 

CC 

■—a 

LU 

LU 

h- 

a 

t— 

> 

CL 

z 

cr 

o 

\— 

C3 

i— 

Z 

z 

f— - 

UJ 

f— 

LU 

z 

cn 

z 

cn 

LU 

LU 

LU 

UJ 

(_J 

CC 

C_> 

CC 

CC 

Q- 

CC 

o_ 

LU 

UJ 

LU 

LU 

Q-  CC 


Q_  CC 


O 

o 


Figure  4.  Difference  indicators  for  officers 
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Figure  5.  Difference  indicators  for  enlisted  personnel 
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Figure  5.  continued 


Table  3 


Ratios  of  number  of  officers  to  number  of  enlisted  personnel 
by  demographic  group  by  year. 


Year 

Group 

Blacks 

Hispani cs 

Others 

Females 

Whites 

1962 

.034 

.125 

1964 

.034 

.131 

1966 

.028 

.106 

1968 

.035 

.146 

1970 

.037 

.167 

1972 

.036 

.188 

1973 

.034 

.192 

1974 

.033 

.166 

.203 

1975 

.033 

.123 

.185 

1976 

.031 

.041 

.081 

.116 

.178 

1977 

.033 

.037 

.094 

.124 

.192 

1978 

.032 

.035 

.078 

.125 

.204 

1979 

.031 

.035 

.087 

.125 

.217 

1980 

.032 

.035 

.084 

.124 

.218 

^ata  prior  to  1974  are  from  DA  PAM  600-43  and  Whites  are  computed  subtracting 
actual  numbers  of  Blacks  from  the  base  population. 
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Expected  numbers  less  than  50 
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Figure  6.  continued 
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Figure  6.  continued 
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Figure  6.  continued 
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Figure  6.  continued 
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Figure  6.  continued 
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Figure  6.  continued 


01  BLACKS  01  HISPANICS  01  R/E  OTHERS 


Figure  6.  continued 


CWM  fl/E  OTHERS  CW4  FEMALES  CW3  BLACKS 


’»•»**  *>  *  >  *>  ►  *>  »  ►  *  ►  *  > ■»> __ 
VHVHVHAAVHVhVHVHAVhVHVVH  ° 
HvAVHAVHVVHVHVHVVVVVV'VHVH  00 

SMBBSCcwBBSftwBiM  - 

WAW‘AV^V^WAW*V  o, 
VHHAVH^^V^VhVVVHVHVhVVH'*  2; 

AAA/HWVHVVHWVHAVVVVVVHH 

<AVHAmWHAWVHV*AVHHAA3  r- 
MAt.VUAV>,V>,VtAV>AAtA^'W1  _ 

vOTvTO^V^5VvWvvAWW 
<S<WW<<W<VH<WV  J? 
A^vVhAVHVVhVHVVHAVVVVVVV*  ^ 

SBBwSKSSSwwBBa  - 
^vaw5'Ksw<<<'h<v<<v<<v  ^ 

^Wv^wiwi  •  o 

*<>:»:»>»>  ■  •  00 


$$$*&& 

&&&&$< 

<HH<H<IHHHHH 

VWHVVVVHVH 

VHVHVWVVWH 


Figure  6.  continued 


FEMALES  MQ1  BLACKS  W01  HISPANICS 


i 

i 

'i 

j 

W01  R/E  OTHERS  W01  FEMALES 


z 

1 

z 

1 

o 

cc 

CD 

c c 

UJ 

►— 4 

LU 

t— 

□ 

t— 

> 

(X 

z 

cr 

CD 

>— 

CD 

f— 

z 

z 

1— 

UJ 

t— 

UJ 

Z 

tn 

z 

CO 

UJ 

UJ 

UJ 

UJ 

LJ 

cc 

c_> 

cc 

CC 

a. 

cc 

CL 

UJ 

UJ 

UJ 

LU 

0- 

cc 

0- 

cc 

•o 

a) 

3 

C 


4-> 

c 

o 

o 


vO 


V 

L, 

3 

bO 


lx. 


Expected  number  less  than  50 


Similarly  in  1980  blacks  and  females  are  underrepresented  at  every  warrant 
officer  (W01  through  CW4 )  grade,  while  the  pattern  for  Hispanics  and  R/E  others 
is  mixed  but  further  complicated  by  small  expected  numbers. 

There  has  been  substantial  improvement  over  the  years  in  the  representation 
of  blacks  at  GO,  06,  and  03  grades.  Further,  increased  proportions,  comparable 
to  representation  of  blacks  in  the  U.S.  population,  have  recently  occurred  at 
the  02  and  01  grades .  The  trends  for  06  and  GO  grades  grades  are  evident  in 
the  Nordlie  et  al.  data.  However,  both  representation  and  actual  numbers  of 
blacks  at  the  04  and  05  grades  show  trends  in  the  opposite  direction.  Perhaps 
this  finding  can  be,  in  part,  understood  as  a  consequence  of  the  underrepresen¬ 
tation  of  blacks  at  all  company  grades  from  1972  through  1974. 

Trends  for  females  show  decreasing  underrepresentation  at  04,  CW2,  and  W01 
grades  and  decreasing  overrepresentation  at  grade  02.  On  the  other  hand,  increas 
ing  underrepresentation  is  evident  at  06;  and  increasing  overrepresentation,  at 
03  and  01 .  For  grades  GO,  CW4,  and  CW3,  underrepresentation  and  essentially  no 
change  are  present.  The  trend  pattern  at  05  grade  is  equivocal. 

The  data  for  04  females  can  be  used  to  illustrate  an  interesting  character¬ 
istic  of  the  D.I.  statistic.  Examination  of  data  table  B.4  (Appendix  A,  page 
A-1 2 )  indicates  both  a  consistently  increasing  number  of  04  females  and  a  stead¬ 
ily  rising  actual  proportion  of  04  grade  officers  who  are  female.  By  contrast, 
the  D.I.  values  in  Figure  6  show  first  increasing  and  then,  from  1978,  decreas¬ 
ing  underrepresentation.  The  explanation  for  the  apparent  inconsistency  is 
the  relative  rate  of  increase  in  the  actual  proportion  compared  to  the  rate  of 
increase  of  the  expected  proportion,  that  is,  the  total  proportion  of  female 
officers.  The  former  increased  at  a  slower  rate  through  1977  and  subsequently 
at  a  faster  rate.  It  seems  important  to  remind  the  reader  at  this  point  that 
the  D.I.  statistic  is  but  one  way  of  describing  reality.  To  make  a  particular 
point,  some  other  representation  may  be  better.  If  one's  purpose  is  to  gain  a 
comprehensive  understanding  of  a  phenomenon,  data  should  be  looked  at  in  a 
variety  of  ways.  In  addition,  a  range  of  types  of  information  should  be  sought. 

Figure  7  shows  D.I.  values  for  all  enlisted  grades  for  the  years  data  were 
obtained.  The  comparisons  are  with  respect  to  total  proportion  of  each  group 
within  enlisted  grades.  As  with  the  officer  D.I.  values  in  this  section,  the 
comment  applies  concerning  the  nonindependence  across  grades  for  each  of  the 
groups.  But  in  1980  and  for  the  majority  of  earlier  years,  each  of  the  four 
groups  is  underrepresented  in  grades  E9  through  E6,  with  females  most  highly 
underrepresented.  Blacks  are  overrepresented  at  E4  and  E3?  Hispanics  at  E4, 

E3,  and  El;  R/E  others  at  E2  and  El;  and  females  at  E4  through  El.  For  groups 
at  grades  not  mentioned,  D.I.  values  are  judged  to  be  near  zero.  Data  for  grade 
El  reflect  trainees  as  of  the  data  file  date.  In  contrast  to  the  decision  in 
Nordlie  et  al.,  El  data  are  presented  here,  in  the  interest  of  completeness. 

Clear  trends  of  D.I.  values  for  blacks  are  evident  for  an  increasing  under¬ 
representation  in  E7,  recent  decreasing  underrepresentation  in  E9  and  E5,  and 
increasing  overrepresentation  in  E4.  D.I.  values  for  Hispanics  and  R/E  others 
show  increasing  underrepresentation  in  E9  through  E7  grades  and  a  lack  of  clear 
trends  for  the  remaining  enlisted  grades.  Data  for  females  show  severe  under¬ 
representation  substantially  without  trends  for  grades  E9  through  E5. 
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continued 
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Figure  7.  continued 
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Figure  7.  continued 


E6  FEMALES  E5  BLACKS  ES  HISPANICS 


Figure  7.  continued 
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Figure  7.  continued 
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Figure  7.  continued 


Distribution  of  Personnel  in  Occupational  Specialties 


When  personnel  who  are  members  of  a  particular  group  are  not  uniformly  rep¬ 
resented  across  functional  areas  of  an  organization,  the  situation  represents  to 
a  greater  or  lesser  extent  the  vertical  pattern  of  institutional  discrimination 
as  defined  above.  Nordlie  et  al.  found  strong  evidence  of  the  phenomenon  with 
respect  to  blacks.  None  of  the  four  groups  considered  here  is  uniformly  dis¬ 
tributed  across  occupational  categories,  although  the  patterns  are  complex  and 
generally  dissimilar  across  groups.  Again,  when  a  group  is  overrepresented  in 
some  occupational  area  for  a  given  year,  it  will  concomitantly  be  underrepre¬ 
sented  in  other  areas. 

D.I.  values  for  occupational  categories  for  officers  by  groups  by  years 
are  presented  in  Figure  8.  The  eight  occupational  categories  for  officers 
(Department  of  Defense,  1980)  are  comparable  to  those  used  by  Nordlie  et  al.: 
General  Officers  and  Executives;  Tactical  Operations  Officers;  Intelligence 
Officers;  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers;  Scientists  and  Professionals; 
Medical  Officers;  Administrators;  and  Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers. 
While  missing  occupational  category  data  were  less  than  1%  for  1974  and  1975, 
for  later  years  it  ranges  from  a  low  of  23%  in  1976  to  a  high  of  26%  in  1980. 

The  proportions  of  missing  data  are  roughly  equivalent  across  groups.  For  1980 
the  proportions  of  missing  occupational  data  for  blacks,  Hispanics,  R/E  others, 
females,  and  whites  are  .32,  .28,  .23,  .22,  and  .26,  respectively.  Further, 
because  data  obtained  for  the  DoD  category  of  General  Officers  and  Executives 
were  extremely  sparse  (total  for  1980,  N=160),  the  category  data  were  recon¬ 
structed  for  each  year  based  upon  grade  data.  Consequently  the  category  in¬ 
cludes  only  General  Officers  and  is  redundant  with  the  GO  grade  data. 

In  1980  all  four  groups  were  underrepresented  among  Tactical  Operations 
Officers.  In  the  case  of  females,  it  should  be  noted  that  many  of  the  occupa¬ 
tions  in  this  category  were  not  open  to  women  at  the  time.  Blacks  are  under¬ 
represented  among  Intelligence  Officers,  Scientists  and  Professionals,  and 
Medical  Officers  while  overrepresented  among  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Offi¬ 
cers;  Administrators;  and  Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers.  Although 
the  D.I.  values  for  specific  occupational  areas  have  changed,  this  same  general 
pattern  is  evident  for  blacks  in  the  Nordlie  et  al.  data  from  1966  through  1972, 
with  the  exception  of  Tactical  Operations  Officers,  where  blacks  were  overrepre¬ 
sented.  In  1980  Hispanics  are  underrepresented  among  Scientists  and  Profession¬ 
als  and  overrepresented  among  Medical  Officers  and  Administrators.  R/E  others 
are  underrepresented  among  Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers  and  overrep¬ 
resented  among  Medical  Officers.  In  interpreting  both  the  Hispanic  and  R/E 
others  officer  occupation  patterns,  caution  is  advised  because  of  the  small 
numbers  of  both  expected  and  actual  in  several  categories.  Since  1976  females 
show  a  consistent  pattern  of  underrepresentation  among  Engineering  and  Mainte¬ 
nance  Officers;  Scientists  and  Professionals;  and  Supply,  Procurement,  and 
Allied  Officers  but  overrepresentation  among  Intelligence  Officers,  Medical 
Officers,  and  Administrators. 

When  trends  over  time  are  examined,  findings  point  to  increasing  underrep¬ 
resentation  for  blacks,  Hispanics,  and  R/E  others  among  Tactical  Operations 
Officers,  for  blacks  among  Intelligence  Officers,  and  for  R/E  others  among 
Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers.  Decreasing  underrepresentation  is 
indicated  for  females  among  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers,  for  blacks 
and  females  among  Scientists  and  Professionals,  and  for  blacks  among  Medical 
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Distribution  of  Personnel  in  Occupational  Specialties 

When  personnel  who  are  members  of  a  particular  group  are  not  uniformly  rep¬ 
resented  across  functional  areas  of  an  organization,  the  situation  represents  to 
a  greater  or  lesser  extent  the  vertical  pattern  of  institutional  discrimination 
as  defined  above.  Nordlie  et  al.  found  strong  evidence  of  the  phenomenon  with 
respect  to  blacks.  None  of  the  four  groups  considered  here  is  uniformly  dis¬ 
tributed  across  occupational  categories,  although  the  patterns  are  complex  and 
generally  dissimilar  across  groups.  Again,  when  a  group  is  overrepresented  in 
some  occupational  area  for  a  given  year,  it  will  concomitantly  be  underrepre¬ 
sented  in  other  areas. 

D.I.  values  for  occupational  categories  for  officers  by  groups  by  years 
are  presented  in  Figure  8.  The  eight  occupational  categories  for  officers 
(Department  of  Defense,  1980)  are  comparable  to  those  used  by  Nordlie  et  al.: 
General  Officers  and  Executives;  Tactical  Operations  Officers;  Intelligence 
Officers;  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers;  Scientists  and  Professionals; 
Medical  Officers;  Administrators;  and  Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers. 
While  missing  occupational  category  data  were  less  than  1%  for  1974  and  1975, 
for  later  years  it  ranges  from  a  low  of  23%  in  1976  to  a  high  of  26%  in  1980. 

The  proportions  of  missing  data  are  roughly  equivalent  across  groups.  For  1980 
the  proportions  of  missing  occupational  data  for  blacks,  Hispanics,  R/E  others, 
females,  and  whites  are  .32,  .28,  .23,  .22,  and  .26,  respectively.  Further, 
because  data  obtained  for  the  DoD  category  of  General  Officers  and  Executives 
were  extremely  sparse  (total  for  1980,  N=160),  the  category  data  were  recon¬ 
structed  for  each  year  based  upon  grade  data.  Consequently  the  category  in¬ 
cludes  only  General  Officers  and  is  redundant  with  the  GO  grade  data. 

In  1980  all  four  groups  were  underrepresented  among  Tactical  Operations 
Officers.  In  the  case  of  females,  it  should  be  noted  that  many  of  the  occupa¬ 
tions  in  this  category  were  not  open  to  women  at  the  time.  Blacks  are  under¬ 
represented  among  Intelligence  Officers,  Scientists  and  Professionals,  and 
Medical  Officers  while  overrepresented  among  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Offi¬ 
cers;  Administrators;  and  Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers.  Although 
the  D.I.  values  for  specific  occupational  areas  have  changed,  this  same  general 
pattern  is  evident  for  blacks  in  the  Nordlie  et  al.  data  from  1966  through  1972, 
with  the  exception  of  Tactical  Operations  Officers,  where  blacks  were  overrepre¬ 
sented.  In  1980  Hispanics  are  underrepresented  among  Scientists  and  Profession¬ 
als  and  overrepresented  among  Medical  Officers  and  Administrators.  R/E  others 
are  underrepresented  among  Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers  and  overrep¬ 
resented  among  Medical  Officers.  In  interpreting  both  the  Hispanic  and  R/E 
others  officer  occupation  patterns,  caution  is  advised  because  of  the  small 
numbers  of  both  expected  and  actual  in  several  categories.  Since  1976  females 
show  a  consistent  pattern  of  underrepresentation  among  Engineering  and  Mainte¬ 
nance  Officers;  Scientists  and  Professionals;  and  Supply,  Procurement,  and 
Allied  Officers  but  overrepresentation  among  Intelligence  Officers,  Medical 
Officers,  and  Administrators. 

When  trends  over  time  are  examined,  findings  point  to  increasing  underrep¬ 
resentation  for  blacks,  Hispanics,  and  R/E  others  among  Tactical  Operations 
Officers,  for  blacks  among  Intelligence  Officers,  and  for  R/E  others  among 
Supply,  Procurement,  and  Allied  Officers.  Decreasing  underrepresentation  is 
indicated  for  females  among  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers,  for  blacks 
and  females  among  Scientists  and  Professionals,  and  for  blacks  among  Medical 
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Figure  8.  Difference  indicators  for  the  distribution  of  officers  in  occupational 
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Figure  8.  continued 
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Expected  number  less  than  50 


SUP./PROC.  OTHERS  SUP./PROC.  FEMALES 


Officers.  The  data  suggest  decreasing  overrepresentation  for  blacks  among  Engi¬ 
neering  and  Maintenance  Officers  and  for  females  among  Medical  Officers.  The 
D.I.  values  for  Medical  Officer  females  are  the  largest  identified  in  the  inves¬ 
tigation,  and  while  the  overrepresentation  in  this  case  declines  precipitously, 
the  interpretation  needs  to  be  tempered  with  the  facts  that  both  the  actual  num¬ 
ber  and  the  proportion  of  Medical  Officers  who  are  female  have  stayed  nearly  the 
same  or  increased  since  1975.  Increasing  overrepresentation  appears  to  be  the 
situation  for  females  among  Intelligence  Officers,  for  Hispanics  and  R/E  others 
among  Medical  Officers,  and  for  Hispanics  and  females  among  Administrators. 

Figure  9  presents  D.I.  values  for  occupational  categories  for  enlisted 
personnel.  There  are  ten  categories  (Department  of  Defense,  1980),  comparable 
to  those  of  Nordlie  et  al.  (1975):  Infantry,  Gun  Crews,  and  Seamanship  Special¬ 
ists;  Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen;  Communications  and  Intelligence  Special¬ 
ists;  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists;  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists; 
Functional  Support  and  Administration;  Electrical/Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen 
Craftsmen;  Service  and  Supply  Handlers;  and  Nonoccupational.  Data  for  Nonoccupa 
tional  do  not  exist  in  the  data  base  prior  to  1976,  thereafter  designating  pre¬ 
dominantly  those  enlisted  personnel  of  trainee  status.  Missing  occupational 
designations  were  12%  and  13%  for  1974  and  1975,  respectively.  For  all  subse¬ 
quent  years  the  percent  of  missing  data  did  not  exceed  .3%. 

In  1980  for  Infantry  and  Gun  Crews,  Hispanics  are  overrepresented  and  fe¬ 
males  underrepresented.  Most  of  the  occupations  in  this  area  were  not  open  to 
women  at  the  time.  Blacks,  Hispanics,  and  females  are  underrepresented  among 
Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen.  For  Communications  and  Intelligence  Specialists 
R/E  others  are  underrepresented  and  females  are  overrepresented.  Blacks  are 
underrepresented  and  R/E  others  and  females  overrepresented  among  Medical  and 
Dental  Specialists.  Among  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists,  blacks  and 
Hispanics  are  underrepresented,  while  females  are  overrepresented.  Blacks,  R/E 
others,  and  females  are  overrepresented  among  Functional  Support  and  Administra¬ 
tion  personnel.  Electrical  and  Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen  shows  underrepre¬ 
sentation  of  blacks  and  females.  All  four  groups  are  underrepresented  among 
Craftsmen.  Hispanics  and  R/E  others  are  underrepresented  among  Service  and 
Supply  Handlers. 

The  data  in  Figure  9  suggest  several  trends  over  time.  Increasing  under¬ 
representation  appears  recently  for  females  among  Electronic  Equipment  Repair¬ 
men  and  among  Craftsmen.  Decreasing  underrepresentation  shows  for  blacks  and 
Hispanics  among  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists  and  recently  for  blacks 
and  R/E  others  among  Craftsmen.  The  data  suggest  decreasing  overrepresentation 
for  females  among  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists  and  recently  among  Functional 
Support  and  Administration  personnel.  Recently,  increasing  overrepresentation 
is  present  for  Hispanics  among  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists  and  for  females 
among  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists. 

While  there  is  some  similarity  of  distribution  among  occupation  areas  for 
blacks  between  the  Nordlie  et  al.  and  the  current  data,  more  noteworthy  are  the 
differences.  Nordlie  et  al.  found  substantial  but  declining  overrepresentation 
for  blacks  among  Infantry  and  Gun  Crews.  Further  they  found  underrepresentation 
for  blacks  among  Communications  and  Intelligence  Specialists  and  overrepresenta¬ 
tion  among  Service  and  Supply  Handlers.  Since  1977  the  D.I.  values  for  blacks 
among  each  of  these  occupational  areas  have  been  near  zero.  Thus,  the  represen¬ 
tation  of  blacks  in  these  global  areas  is  near  parity. 
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Figure  9.  Difference  indicators  for  the  distribution  of  enlisted  personnel  in  occupational  areas 
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Figure  9.  continued 
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Figure  9.  continued 
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Figure  9.  continued 
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Figure  9.  continued 
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Figure  9.  continued 
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Figure  9.  continued 
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Figure  9.  continued 


Speed  of  Promotion 

The  variable  of  Months  to  Make  Present  Grade  (MMG)  as  defined  in  the  method 
section  above  was  calculated  as  a  measure  of  speed  of  promotion  for  all  officer 
and  enlisted  personnel  for  whom  the  requisite  data  were  available.  This  measure 
is  fundamentally  the  cumulative  relevant  service  time,  not  simply  the  time  in 
previous  grade,  the  service  member  needed  to  achieve  the  current  grade  (see  the 
method  section  for  detail).  Nordlie  and  Carroll  (1976)  collected  comparable 
data  on  enlisted  personnel  only.  In  general,  the  MMG  measure  does  not  differ¬ 
entiate  among  demographic  groups  at  the  junior  grades  for  enlisted  personnel, 
for  warrant  officers,  or  for  commissioned  officers. 

Figure  10  presents  speed  of  promotion  or  differences  from  the  overall  mean 
months  to  make  grade  (DMG)  for  selected  officer  grades  for  each  of  the  four 
groups  for  1980.  Because  whites  are  strongly  numerically  dominant  among  offi¬ 
cers,  their  differences  from  the  DMGs  for  all  grades  are  necessarily  small. 
Further,  when  Ns  are  less  than  10,  values  are  not  shown.  Complete  data,  how¬ 
ever,  are  to  be  found  in  Appendix  A,  pages  A-70  to  A-76. 

Black  officers  in  1980  have  taken  longer  than  officers  of  other  groups  to 
achieve  grade  in  every  grade  shown  except  04.  The  differences  are  most  appar¬ 
ent  at  CW4,  04,  05,  and  GO  grades.  The  speed  of  promotion  for  Hispanics  in 
1980  has  been  near  the  mean  MMG  at  CW3,  CW4,  and  03,  but  faster  at  04,  05,  and 
06.  R/E  others  at  grades  CW4,  04,  05,  and  06  have  been  promoted  faster  than 
the  mean.  Females  have  been  promoted  in  less  time  than  the  overall  MMG  at  all 
officers  grades  presented  in  Figure  10  except  06. 

when  DMG  data  for  officers  (presented  in  Appendix  A,  pages  A-70  to  A-76) 
are  examined  across  time,  several  trends  emerge.  For  GO  Blacks  the  DMG  has  in¬ 
creased  since  1976,  having  been  slightly  less  than  the  overall  MMG  for  1975  and 
1976.  The  DMGs  for  06  officers  have  increased  between  1974  and  1977,  remaining 
steady  thereafter.  The  DMGs  for  05  and  04  blacks  show  decreasing  trends  since 
1974,  while  no  clear  changes  are  present  for  03  and  02  officers.  The  DMG  for 
CW4  blacks  decreased  between  1974  and  1977,  then  increased  in  1979  and  1980. 

No  pattern  is  evident  for  CW3  and  CW2  blacks.  For  Hispanics  DMGs  for  officers 
do  not  appear  to  have  varied  systematically.  For  DMGs  for  R/E  others  at  06, 

05,  04,  and  03  grades,  there  have  been  decreases  since  1976,  while  patterns  are 
unclear  for  02  and  Warrant  Officer  grades.  For  females,  DMGs  for  06,  05,  and 
04  grades  show  fairly  steady  decreases  since  1974.  Patterns  are  mixed  for  02, 
CW4,  CW3,  and  CW2  grades. 

Figure  1 1  shows  speed  of  promotion  or  differences  from  the  overall  mean 
months  to  make  grade  (DMG)  for  E4  through  E9  for  1980.  Complete  data  are  pre¬ 
sented  in  Appendix  A,  pages  A-77  to  A-97.  Blacks  take  longer  than  the  other 
groups  to  achieve  every  grade  shown.  Further,  the  DMGs  for  blacks  increase 
consistently  with  each  higher  grade.  Hispanics  achieve  grades  in  near  mean 
time  except  for  E8  and  E9  where  the  DMGs  are  positive,  and  therefore,  promotion 
is  slower.  R/E  others  achieve  grades  E4  through  E7  somewhat  farter  but  E8  and 
E9  grades  slower  than  the  mean.  Females  achieve  grades  E4  through  E8  more 
quickly  than  average  but  the  grade  of  E9  more  slowly. 


Examining  the  data  for  trends  across  years  (presented  in  Appendix  A,  pages 
A-77  to  A-97),  there  does  seem  to  be  a  small  decrease  in  the  DMGs  for  blacks 
at  E8  and  E9  since  1977,  although  for  E9  the  DMG  increased  approximately  a 


gure  10. 
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Figure  11.  Speed  of  promotion  for  enlisted  grades  EU 

through  E9  by  demographic  group  for  FY  1980. 


corresponding  amount  between  1974  and  1976.  For  both  Hispanics  and  R/E  others 
the  DMGs  for  grades  E8  and  E7  show  some  decrease  since  1976.  The  DMG  for  E9 
females  has  decreased  since  1976,  while  those  for  E8  and  E7  have  become  gener¬ 
ally  more  negative.  The  DMG  for  E5  females  seems  to  have  increased  slightly 
toward  zero. 

Figure  12  shows  differences  in  months  to  make  grades  between  blacks  and 
whites  by  grade  by  years.2  The  trends  for  enlisted  blacks  discussed  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  are  directly  relevant  to  the  data  in  the  figure.  A  similar 
figure  for  the  years  1971  through  1975  from  the  Nordlie  and  Carroll  (1976)  in¬ 
vestigation  is  presented  in  the  Department  of  the  Army  (1977,  p.  4-3)  pamphlet. 
The  correspondence  between  the  two  data  sets  for  the  common  years  is  less  than 
perfect.  Generally,  the  counts  reported  by  Nordlie  and  Carroll  seem  similar 
enough  for  whites  to  those  reported  here  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  as  of  file 
date  differences,  but  for  blacks  for  most  grades  are  about  10  percent  larger. 
However,  for  1974  E5,  E6,  and  E7  and  for  1975  E6,  the  Nordlie  and  Carroll  data 
indicate  smaller  counts  for  blacks  than  are  reported  here.  While  documentation 
of  the  data  extraction  methods  of  Nordlie  and  Carroll  is  unavailable,  it  appears 
likely  that  some  unknown  divergence  of  methods  exists. 

Speed  of  promotion  by  education  level.  To  assess  the  relationship  between 
speed  of  promotion  and  education  level  for  enlisted  personnel,  education  level 
was  trichotomized  as  in  Nordlie  and  Carroll.  Medium  education  was  assigned  to 
persons  with  high  school  completion  or  equivalent.  Low  and  high  education  lev¬ 
els  were  assigned  personnel  with  fewer  and  more  years  of  education,  respectively 
Further,  education  level  is  updated  in  DMDC  master  edited  files.  Complete  data 
tables  are  found  in  Appendix  A,  pages  A-77  to  A-97.  In  interpreting  these  data, 
a  difference  of  a  month  or  less  is  arbitrarily  considered  an  inconsequential 
difference.  Further,  where  the  number  of  persons  in  a  given  category  is  fewer 
than  50,  caution  is  advised. 

In  1980,  soldiers  with  high  education  levels  achieved  grade  faster  than 
those  of  medium  education  for  grades  E5  and  above.  Figures  13  and  14  show 
these  data.  This  relationship  also  held  for  the  same  grades  within  each  demo¬ 
graphic  group  where  numbers  were  not  small.  There  are  few  soldiers  with  low 
education  at  the  grades  of  E7  or  above.  At  E6  and  below,  little  or  no  overall 
difference  exists  between  the  speed  of  promotion  of  low  education  and  medium 
education  soldiers.  Disregarding  the  low  education  category,  females  are  found 
in  1980  to  have  achieved  grades  for  every  education  level  and  grade  faster  than 
all  other  groups  with  the  exception  of  high  education  whites  at  grades  E8  and 
E9.  Further,  blacks  achieved  grade  slower  than  all  other  groups  at  every  grade 
level  above  E4  for  each  education  level,  with  the  exception  of  high  education 
Hispanics  at  grade  E9  and  at  grades  E8  and  E5  where  the  MMG  are  the  same  for 
high  education  Hispanics  and  blacks.  Medium  education  females  achieved  grade 
faster  than  high  education  blacks  and  Hispanics  at  grades  E5  through  E9. 

2The  reader  is  reminded  the  measure  DMG  is  based  on  total  service  time  rather 
time  in  previous  grade.  Similar  findings  would  not  necessarily  be  found  had 
the  time  in  previous  grade  been  computed.  It  was  not  calculated  (1)  because 
development  of  measures  not  employed  by  Nordlie  et  al.  was  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  effort  and  (2)  because  of  the  considerable  computational  obstacles  involv¬ 
ing  extensive  merging  of  files  for  different  years  needed  to  produce  the  time 
in  previous  grade  computations. 


Changes  in  speed  of  promotion  between  blacks  and  whites  for 
through  E9  by  year  (months  difference  =  MMG(B)  -  MMG(W)) 


if  promotion  for  medium  education  level  enlisted 
el  by  grade  by  demographic  group  for  FY  1980. 


Hispanics 


Figure  lk.  Speed  of  promotion  for  high  education  level  enlisted 
personnel  by  grade  by  demographic  group  for  FY  1980. 


Similarly,  medium  education  level  whites  achieved  E9  faster  than,  and  E8  at 
about  the  same  speed  as,  blacks  and  Hispanics  of  high  education  level.  The  pic¬ 
ture  that  emerges  from  these  data  is  that  above  E4,  blacks  have  achieved  grade 
slower  than  the  other  groups  within  education  levels,  Hispanics  but  slightly 
faster,  R/E  others  and  whites  show  similar  speeds  up  to  E8,  and,  finally,  fe¬ 
males  attained  grades  the  fastest  through  E7.  When  trends  across  years  for  MMG 
by  education  level  are  examined,  little  change  in  the  conclusions  is  indicated. 
Clearly,  education  level  as  a  control  variable  is  unable  to  account  for  group 
differences  in  speed  of  promotion  in  1980  data. 

Speed  of  promotion  by  mental  category.  To  explore  the  relationship  between 
speed  of  promotion  and  mental  categories,  enlisted  personnel  were  assigned  to 
either  the  high  mental  level  or  low  mental  level  depending  upon  the  values  of 
the  DMDC  variable  of  AFQT  percentile.  Thus,  replicating  as  nearly  as  possible 
the  procedures  used  by  Nordlie  and  Carroll  and  presented  in  the  DA  pamphlet, 
high  mental  level  includes  soldiers  of  mental  categories  I  and  II  (a  percentile 
rank  of  65  or  better  on  various  standardized  tests  of  developed  abilities  taken 
at  entry  into  the  Army  and  not  updated),  and  the  low  mental  level  includes 
soldiers  of  other  categories.  These  measures  are  unavailable  for  either  officer 
or  female  personnel. 

In  1980  whites  of  high  mental  level  achieved  grades  sooner  than  high  mental 
level  blacks  and  Hispanics  for  grades  E5  through  E9.  High  mental  level  R/E 
others  were  promoted  faster  than  high  mental  level  whites  at  grades  E8  and  E5. 

In  general,  high  mental  level  soldiers  would  logically  be  expected  to  achieve 
grade  sooner  than  low  mental  level  soldiers.  Paradoxically,  the  reverse  is  the 
case  for  all  of  the  groups  at  E4,  though  the  differences  are  small  (see  Figures 
15  and  16).  Further,  low  mental  level  blacks  were  promoted  faster  than  high 
mental  level  blacks  at  E7  and  E8.  In  addition,  low  mental  level  whites  achieved 
grade  faster  than  high  mental  level  blacks  at  grades  E8,  E7,  and  E4  and  faster 
than  high  mental  level  soldiers  of  all  groups  except  whites  at  E9. 

The  phenomena  of  high  mental  level  blacks  being  promoted  more  slowly  at 
some  grades  than  both  low  mental  level  blacks  and  low  mental  level  whites  is 
certainly  anomalous.  This  pattern  is  in  evidence  to  a  greater  or  lesser  degree 
for  two  or  more  enlisted  grades  from  1974  through  1980  (see  Appendix  A,  pages 
A-77  to  A-97),  in  addition  to  the  similar  findings  reported  in  the  DA  pamphlet, 
while  speculative  interpretations  have  been  suggested  (cf.  Butler,  1976),  the 
data  at  hand  are  quite  inadequate  to  ascertain  the  validity  of  any  explanations. 
What  does  seem  clear  is  that  mental  level  used  as  a  control  variable  does  not 
account  for  group  differences  in  speed  of  promotion. 


irations  from  the  Armv 


By  examining  who  actually  left  the  Army  regardless  of  reason,  a  global 
perspective  on  how  the  force  is  changing  can  be  obtained.  Only  the  fiscal  year 
1980  cumulative  loss  file  for  the  Army  was  interrogated.  The  most  reasonable, 
though  admittedly  imperfect,  eligible  population  available  was  judged  to  be  the 
master  file  data  of  30  September  1979.  Appendix  A,  pages  A-98  to  A-108,  pre¬ 
sents  complete  data  tables. 


Figure  17  shows  the  D.I.  values  for  total  separations  of  personnel  from 
the  Army.  Blacks,  Hispanics,  and  R/E  others  are  underrepresented,  while  females 
and  whites  are  overrepresented.  When  D.I.  values  are  calculated  separately  for 
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if  promotion  for  low  AFQT  enlisted  personnel 
.e  by  demographic  group  for  FY  I960. 


Figure  1 6.  Speed  of  promotion  for  high  AFQT  enlisted 

personnel  by  grade  by  demographic  group  for 
FY  1980. 


Figure  17.  Difference  indicators  for  total  separations 
for  FY  19&0  by  demographic  group. 


officers  and  enlisted  personnel,  little  change  is  evident,  although  officer 
losses  for  Hispanics  and  R/E  others  are  small  enough  to  indicate  some  caution 


Table  4  presents  the  estimated  rates  of  separation  for  fiscal  year  1980 
based  upon  the  strength  of  each  group  at  each  grade  as  of  30  September  1979. 
Several  officer  grades  with  numerically  small  losses  are  combined,  and  grade  El 
is  omitted  because  of  its  numerical  instability.  Complete  data,  however,  may 
be  found  in  Appendix  A,  pages  A-99  to  A-103. 

While  it  seems  reasonable  to  expect  that  whites  would  be  separating  due  to 
retirement  at  a  higher  rate  at  both  senior  enlisted  and  senior  officer  grades 
because  of  historical  numerical  dominance  and  consequential  greater  mean  time 
in  service,  the  differentially  high  separation  rates  are  not  entirely  attributa¬ 
ble  to  such  a  phenomenon.  Disregarding  for  the  moment  the  pattern  of  separation 
of  females,  whites  are  separating  at  a  higher  rate  than  other  groups  at  03,  com¬ 
bined  warrant  officer,  and  E8  through  E2  grades.  If  grades  with  small  counts 
are  ignored  (see  Table  4),  the  pattern  becomes  more  distinct.  Whites  are  sep¬ 
arating  at  a  higher  rate  than  other  groups  at  06+,  03,  02,  combined  warrant 
officer,  and  all  enlisted  grades.  Females  are  separating  at  the  highest  rate 
of  all  groups  at  06+,  05,  02,  combined  warrant  officer,  E9,  E6,  E5,  E3,  and  E2 
grades.  Eliminating  grades  with  small  counts,  the  list  becomes  grades  06+, 

05,  02,  E6,  E5,  E3,  and  E2. 

Having  used  fundamentally  the  same  computer  program  on  the  loss  file,  it 
was  incidentally  observed  from  the  mental  level  breakouts  that,  for  every  grade 
E3  through  E9,  soldiers  of  high  mental  level  were  more  likely  to  separate  than 
were  low  mental  level  soldiers.  For  grades  E2  through  E9  combined,  the  separa¬ 
tion  rates,  calculated  as  in  Table  4,  were  .1997  for  low  mental  level  and  .2175 
for  high  mental  level  soldiers,  the  largest  rate  difference  of  .111  existing  at 
grade  E5. 

Separations  by  Occupational  Areas 

After  estimating  for  officers  and  enlisted  personnel,  the  proportion  of 
each  group  separating  from  the  Army  during  fiscal  year  1980  by  dividing  the 
actual  separation  counts  by  the  30  September  1979  strengths  for  each  group,  D.I. 
values  were  calculated  (Appendix  A,  pages  A-106  to  A-108),  indicating  the 
relative  separation  pattern  between  occupational  areas  within  each  group. 

Here  the  D.I.  values  for  a  given  group  would  all  be  zero  if  the  separation 
rates  were  the  same  across  occupations  for  that  group. 

For  officers  the  serious  problem  of  small  expected  numbers  is  encountered, 
and  the  data  must  be  taken  as  suggestive  rather  than  conclusive.  In  1980, 
blacks,  females,  and  Hispanics  among  Scientists  and  Professionals  were  separat¬ 
ing  at  relatively  high  rates.  Females  among  Intelligence  Officers  and  Admini¬ 
strators  were  separating  at  relatively  low  rates.  Whites  among  Tactical  Opera¬ 
tions  Officers  and  Intelligence  Officers  separated  at  relatively  low  rates  and 
among  General  Officers  and  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers  at  relatively 
high  rates. 

For  enlisted  personnel  the  1980  data  are  revealing  of  separation  patterns. 
The  D.I.  value  for  the  Nonoccupational  area  should  be  ignored  because  of  insta¬ 
bility  of  the  Base  Population  number.  Blacks  were  relatively  less  likely  to 
separate  among  Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen,  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists, 


Table  4 


Separation  rates  for  FY  80  in  comparison  to 
strength  as  of  30  September  1979 
by  group  by  grade. 


Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists,  and  Functional  Support  and  Administra¬ 
tion  occupational  areas  and  relatively  more  likely  among  Communication  and 
Intelligence  Specialists  and  Service  and  Supply  Handlers. 3  Hispanics  have  a 
similar  pattern  except  for  being  relatively  more  likely  to  separate  among  Elec¬ 
trical  and  Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen  and  Craftsmen  and  for  displaying  lit¬ 
tle  or  no  disparity  among  Communications  and  Intelligence  Specialists  or  Service 
and  Supply  Handlers.  R/E  others  were  less  likely  to  separate  among  Electronic 
Equipment  Repairmen  and  Functional  Support  and  Administration  and  more  likely 
among  other  occupational  areas.  Whites  were  more  likely  to  separate  among  Elec¬ 
tronic  and  Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen,  Craftsmen,  and  Service  and  Supply 
Handlers  and  less  likely  to  separate  among  all  other  areas  except  Infantry  and 
Gun  Crews.  Females  show  a  particularly  distinctive  separation  pattern.  They 
were  less  likely  to  separate  among  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists,  Other  Techni¬ 
cal  and  Allied  Specialists,  and  Functional  Support  and  Administrative  occupa¬ 
tional  areas,  and  relatively  more  likely  to  separate  among  other  areas  except 
among  Communication  and  Intelligence  Specialists  where  little  disparity  from 
the  overall  estimated  separation  rate  for  females  is  observed.  The  separation 
rate  for  females  in  those  relatively  few  specific  jobs  open  to  women  among  the 
Infantry  and  Gun  Crews  occupational  area  seems  exceptionally  high. 


CONCLUSIONS 

Institutional  discrimination,  as  defined,  would  appear  to  persist  in  the 
U.S.  Army  through  1980.  Over  the  years  progress  has  been  made  in  some  realms, 
while  other  findings  point  to  constant  or,  in  some  instances,  increasingly  dis¬ 
parate  circumstances. 

Neither  is  there  an  expectation  nor  is  it  necessarily  a  goal  to  be  sought 
that  all  groups  should  be  the  same  on  the  types  of  measures  used  in  this 
research.  However,  areas  where  differences  are  increasing  over  time  are  deserv¬ 
ing  of  analytic  attention  of  decision  makers.  Undoubtedly,  numerous  and  complex 
factors  have  caused  and  continue  to  affect  the  circumstances  of  the  individuals 
comprising  the  demographic  groups  considered  here.  Some  of  the  antecedents  may 
be  within  the  domain  of  influence  of  the  Army?  many  others  may  not  be.  A  first 
step  would  be  to  establish  what  factors  are  of  the  former  category. 

Not  all  differences  among  groups  observed  are  equal  in  the  degree  to  which 
they  run  counter  to  a  sense  of  rationality.  For  example,  the  finding  that  low 
mental  level  persons  of  one  group  are  promoted  faster  at  several  noncommissioned 
officer  grades  than  high  mental  level  persons  is  more  enigmatic  than  observing 
that  various  groups  achieve  grades  at  different  rates  overall.  The  groups  prob¬ 
ably  do  not  enter  the  Army  with  identical  average  qualifications — not  to  imply 
that  all  such  differences  at  entrance  necessarily  account  for  all  of  the  speed 
differences.  But  how  is  the  persistent  anomalous  relationship  between  measured 
mental  level  and  promotion  speed  to  be  understood?  This  research  effort  serves 
as  a  beginning  for  analysis  and  not  as  a  vehicle  for  conclusions  concerning  the 
status  of  minority  and  female  soldiers  in  the  Army.  Further  analysis  of  up-to- 
date  data  is  required  to  determine  where  the  Army  is  headed.  Before  conclusions 


^The  result  of  a  statistical  test  (X^  (7)  ■  5.74,  £  <  .7)  of  this  finding  for 
blacks  suggests  it  would  not  be  expected  to  remain  stable  across  years. 


are  drawn,  the  ideal  needs  to  be  defined  so  that  steps  can  be  taken  to  move  in 
the  direction  of  that  ideal. 
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APPENDIX  A 


DATA  AND  CALCULATIONS  FOR  EACH  DIFFERENCE  INDICATOR1 


Page 

2 

A.  Personnel  in  the  Army  A-1 

B.  Officer  Grades 

C.  Enlisted  Grades  A-24 

D.  Officer  Occupational  Areas  A-39 

E.  Enlisted  Occupational  Areas  A-52 

F.  Speed  of  Promotion  Officers  A-70 

G.  Speed  of  Promotion  Enlisted  A-77 

H.  Separations  A-98 


The  computer  program  employed  did  not  round  the  expected  numbers  to  integer 
values  in  calculating  the  difference  indicators.  Consequently,  when  expected 
numbers  are  very  small,  difference  indicator  values  may  vary  slightly  from 
values  calculated  from  the  integer  valued  expected  numbers  presented  in  the 
tables.  See,  for  example,  Table  B.1  General  Officers,  Hispanics. 


Expected 


proportions  in 


this  section  summed  by  year  across  nongender  groups 


exceed  100  percent  because  census  estimates  of  Hispanics  are  not  mutually 
exclusive  of  race. 


A.1  PERSONNEL  IN  THE  ARMY 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  personnel  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Blacks  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.114 

780,344 

88,959 

147,164 

.188 

+  65 

1975 

.115 

781,129 

89,830 

155,380 

.199 

+  73 

1976 

.115 

778,283 

89,502 

169,056 

.217 

+  89 

1977 

.115 

777,744 

89,440 

184,660 

200,756 

.237 

+106 

1978 

.116 

766,917 

88,962 

.262 

+126 

1979 

.116 

754,428 

87,514 

217,258 

.288 

+148 

1980 

.116 

772,376 

89,596 

228,476 

.296 

+155 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  personnel  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Hispanics  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

L 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.050 

778,283 

38,914 

24,948 

.032 

-36 

1977 

.052 

777,744 

40,443 

25,739 

.033 

-36 

•*- 

1978 

.054 

766,917 

41,414 

26,931 

.035 

-35 

1979 

.056 

754,428 

42,248 

28,344 

.038 

-33 

1 

1980 

.058 

772,376 

44,798 

30,576 

.040 

-32 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  personnel  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Racial/Ethnic  Others  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.018 

778,283 

14,009 

19,411 

.025 

+38 

1977 

.018 

777,744 

13,999 

21,017 

.027 

+50 

1978 

.019 

766,917 

14,571 

22,297 

.029 

+53 

1979 

.019 

754,428 

14,334 

22,900 

23,069 

.030 

+60 

1980 

.020 

772,376 

15,448 

.030 

+49 

V  J-  IP' V 

£% 
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A. 1  PERSONNEL  IN  THE  ARMY 
FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  personnel  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Females  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.513 

780,344 

400,316 

30,695 

.039 

-92 

1975 

.513 

781,129 

400,719 

42,333 

.054 

-89 

1976 

.513 

778,283 

399,259 

49,606 

.064 

-88 

1977 

.514 

777,744 

399,760 

51,790 

.066 

-87 

1978 

.514 

766,917 

394,195 

56,570 

.074 

-86 

1979 

.514 

754,428 

387,776 

61,692 

.082 

-84 

1980 

.514 

772,376 

397,001 

68,959 

.089 

-83 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Whites  in  U. 

S.  population 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.870 

780,344 

678,899 

579,487 

.743 

-15 

1975 

.869 

781,129 

678,801 

599,137 

.767 

-12 

1976 

.868 

778,283 

675,550 

557,763 

.717 

-17 

1977 

.867 

777,744 

674,304 

544,662 

.700 

-19 

1978 

.866 

766,917 

664,150 

514,709 

.671 

-22 

1979 

.864 

754,428 

651,826 

483,797 

.641 

-26 

1980 

.863 

772,376 

666 , 560 

481 ,492 

.623 

-28 

A. 2  OFFICERS  AND  WARRANT  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  officers  and  warrant  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Blacks  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.114 

105,998 

12,084 

4,737 

.045 

-61 

1975 

.115 

102,975 

98,276 

11,842 

4,922 

.048 

-58 

1976 

.115 

11,302 

5,130 

.052 

-55 

1977 

.115 

97,711 

11,237 

5,934 

.061 

-47 

1978 

.116 

97,583 

11,320 

6,197 

.064 

-45 

1979 

.116 

97,450 

11,304 

6,580 

.068 

-42 

1980 

.116 

98,660 

11,444 

7,045 

.071 

-38 
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A.  2  OFFICERS  AND  WARRANT  OFFICERS 
HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  officers  and  warrant  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Hispanics  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.050 

98,276 

4,914 

985 

.010 

-80 

1977 

.052 

97,711 

5,081 

917 

.009 

-82 

1978 

.054 

97,583 

5,269 

923 

.009 

-82 

1979 

.056 

97,450 

5,457 

969 

.010 

-82 

1980 

.058 

98,660 

5,722 

1,023 

.010 

-82 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  officers  and  warrant  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Racial/Ethnic  Others  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.018 

98,276 

1,769 

1,460 

1,812 

1,623 

.015 

-17 

1977 

.018 

97,711 

1,759 

.018 

+  3 

1978 

.019 

97,583 

1,854 

.017 

-12 

1979 

.019 

97,450 

1,852 

1,829 

.019 

-  1 

1980 

.020 

98,660 

1,973 

1,799 

.018 

-  9 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  officers  and  warrant  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Females  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.513 

105,998 

54,377 

4,375 

.041 

-92 

1975 

.513 

102,975 

98,276 

52,826 

4,630 

.045 

-91 

1976 

.513 

50,416 

5,146 

.052 

-90 

1977 

.514 

97,711 

50,223 

5,697 

.058 

-89 

1978 

.514 

97,583 

50,158 

6,282 

.064 

-87 

1979 

.514 

97,450 

50,089 

6,877 

.070 

-86 

1980 

.514 

98,660 

50,711 

7,610 

.077 

-85 
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A.  2  OFFICERS  AND  WARRANT  OFFICERS 


WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  officers  and  warrant  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Whites  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.870 

105,998 

92,218 

97,761 

.922 

+6 

1975 

.869 

102,975 

98,276 

89,485 

93,517 

.908 

+4 

1976 

.868 

85,304 

84,368 

.858 

-1 

1977 

.867 

97,711 

97,583 

84,715 

87,871 

.899 

+4 

1978 

.866 

84,507 

87,065 

.892 

+3 

1979 

.864 

97,450 

84,197 

86,379 

.886 

♦2 

1980 

.863 

98,660 

85,144 

86,064 

.872 

♦1 

A. 3  ENLISTED  PERSONNEL 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Blacks  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.114 

674,346 

76,875 

142,427 

.211 

+  85 

1975 

.115 

678,154 

77,988 

150,458 

.222 

♦  93 

1976 

.115 

680,007 

78,201 

163,926 

.241 

+110 

1977 

.115 

680,033 

78,204 

178,726 

.263 

+128 

1978 

.116 

669,334 

77,643 

194,559 

.291 

+150 

1979 

.116 

656,978 

76,209 

210,678 

.321 

+176 

1980 

.116 

673,716 

78,151 

221,431 

.329 

+183 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Hispanics  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.050 

680,007 

34 , 000 

23,963 

.035 

-30 

1977 

.052 

680,033 

669,334 

35,362 

24,822 

.036 

-30 

1978 

.054 

36,144 

26,008 

.039 

-28 

1979 

.056 

656,978 

36,791 

27,375 

.042 

-26 

1080 

.088 

673.716 

30.076 

2Q.SS3 

.OliU 

A. 3  ENLISTED  PERSONNEL 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Racial/Ethnic  Others  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.017 

678,154 

11,529 

12,835 

.019 

+11 

1976 

.018 

680,007 

12,240 

17,951 

.026 

+47 

1977 

.018 

680,033 

12,240 

19,205 

20,674 

.028 

+57 

1978 

.019 

669,334 

12,717 

.031 

+62 

1979 

.019 

656,978 

12,482 

21,071 

.032 

+69 

1980 

.020 

673,716 

13,474 

21,270 

.032 

+58 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Females  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.513 

674,346 

345,940 

26,320 

.039 

-92 

1975 

.513 

678,154 

347,893 

37,703 

.056 

-89 

1976 

.513 

680,007 

348,844 

44,460 

.065 

-87 

1977 

.514 

680,033 

349,537 

46,093 

.068 

-87 

1978 

.514 

669,334 

344,038 

50,288 

.075 

-85 

1979 

.514 

656,978 

337,687 

54,815 

.083 

-84 

1980 

.514 

673,716 

346,290 

61,349 

.091 

-82 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Whites  in  U.S.  population 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.870 

674,346 

586,681 

481 ,726 

.714 

-18 

1975 

.869 

678,154 

589,316 

505,620 

.746 

-14 

1976 

.868 

680,007 

680,033 

590,246 

473,395 

.696 

-20 

1977 

.867 

589,589 

456,791 

.672 

-22 

1978 

.866 

669,334 

579,643 

427,644 

.639 

-26 

1979 

.864 

656,978 

567,629 

397,418 

.605 

-30 

1980 

.863 

673,716 

581,417 

A-5 

395,428 

.587 

-32 

B.1  GENERAL  OFFICERS 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  general  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

481 

22 

12 

.025 

-44 

1975 

.048 

458 

22 

12 

.026 

-45 

1976 

.052 

449 

23 

13 

.029 

-44 

1977 

.061 

450 

27 

13 

.029 

-52 

1978 

.064 

432 

27 

18 

.042 

-34 

1979 

.068 

420 

28 

22 

.052 

-22 

1980 

.071 

433 

31 

24 

.055 

-22 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  general  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

449 

4 

3 

.007 

-  33 

1977 

.009 

450 

4 

3 

.007 

-  29 

1978 

.009 

432 

4 

4 

.009 

-  2 

1979 

.010 

420 

4 

3 

.007 

-  28 

1980 

.010 

433 

4 

3 

.007 

-  33 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  general  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  R/E  Other 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Nianber  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


B.1  GENERAL  OFFICERS 


FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  general  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

481 

20 

2 

.004 

-90 

1975 

.045 

458 

21 

2 

.004 

-90 

1976 

.052 

449 

24 

2 

.004 

-92 

1977 

.058 

450 

26 

2 

.004 

-92 

1978 

.064 

432 

28 

2 

.005 

-93 

1979 

.071 

420 

30 

2 

.005 

-93 

1980 

.077 

433 

33 

2 

.005 

-94 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  general  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

481 

444 

467 

.971 

+  5 

1975 

.908 

458 

416 

444 

.969 

+  7 

1976 

.858 

449 

386 

432 

.962 

+12 

1977 

.899 

450 

405 

433 

.962 

+  7 

1978 

.892 

432 

385 

409 

.947 

+  6 

1979 

.886 

420 

372 

392 

.933 

+  5 

1980 

.872 

433 

378 

404 

•  933 

+  7 

B.2  06  OFFICERS 

BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  06  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


« .■  ■«  ■  u »  u  ■  v  ■  i  p  i  jni  *ii 


t- 

i 

i 

i 


k 


>- 

,.« 

I 


►  ' 

*• 

r* 


>  • 


« 


r 

i 

i 


B.2  06  OFFICERS 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  06  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

4,492 

45 

41 

.009 

-  9 

1977 

.009 

4,651 

44 

37 

.008 

-15 

1978 

.009 

4,449 

42 

31 

.007 

-26 

1979 

.010 

4,426 

44 

33 

.007 

-25 

1980 

.010 

4,614 

48 

34 

.007 

-29 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  06  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  R/E 

Other 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

4,492 

67 

58 

.013 

-13 

1977 

.019 

4,651 

86 

55 

.012 

-36 

1978 

.017 

4,449 

74 

49 

.011 

-34 

1979 

.019 

4,426 

83 

50 

.011 

-40 

1980 

.018 

4,614 

84 

54 

.012 

-36 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  06  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

5,173 

214 

55 

.011 

-74 

1975 

.045 

4,837 

218 

57 

.012 

-74 

1976 

.052 

4,492 

235 

88 

.020 

-63 

1977 

.058 

4,651 

271 

108 

.023 

-60 

1978 

.064 

4,449 

286 

98 

.022 

-66 

1979 

.071 

4,426 

312 

96 

.022 

-69 

1980 

.077 

4,614 

356 

90 

.020 

-75 

A-8 
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06  OFFICERS 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  06  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

5,173 

4,771 

4,978 

.962 

+4 

1975 

.908 

4,837 

4,393 

4,609 

.953 

+5 

1976 

.858 

4,492 

3,856 

4,203 

.936 

+9 

1977 

.899 

4,651 

4,183 

4,374 

.940 

+5 

1978 

.892 

4,449 

3,970 

4,171 

.938 

+5 

1979 

.886 

4,426 

3,923 

4,140 

.935 

+6 

1980 

.872 

4,614 

4,025 

4,284 

.928 

+6 

05  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  05  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

11,480 

513 

629 

.055 

+23 

1975 

.048 

11,054 

528 

581 

.052 

4-10 

1976 

.052 

10,936 

571 

521 

.048 

-  9 

1977 

.061 

11,186 

679 

567 

.051 

-17 

1978 

.064 

11,043 

701 

568 

.051 

-19 

1979 

.068 

11,077 

748 

580 

.052 

-22 

1980 

.071 

11,151 

796 

538 

.048 

-32 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  i3 

:  Total  05 

officers  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

10,936 

110 

163 

.015 

+49 

1977 

.009 

11,186 

105 

97 

.009 

-  8 

1978 

.009 

11,043 

104 

95 

.009 

-  9 

1979 

.010 

11,077 

110 

107 

.010 

-  3 

1980 

.010 

11,151 

116 

114 

.010 

-  1 

B.3  05  OFFICERS 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  05  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

10,936 

163 

178 

.016 

+10 

1977 

.019 

11,186 

207 

178 

.016 

-14 

1978 

.017 

11,043 

184 

143 

.013 

-22 

1979 

.019 

11,077 

208 

152 

.014 

-27 

1980 

.018 

11,151 

203 

156 

.014 

-23 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  05  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

11,480 

474 

437 

.038 

-  8 

1975 

.045 

11,054 

497 

363 

.033 

-27 

1976 

.052 

10,936 

573 

279 

.026 

-51 

1977 

.058 

11,186 

652 

246 

.022 

-62 

1978 

.064 

11,043 

711 

223 

.020 

-69 

1979 

.071 

11,077 

782 

232 

.021 

-70 

1980 

.077 

11,151 

860 

269 

.024 

-69 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  05  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

11,480 

10,588 

10,612 

.924 

0 

1975 

.908 

11,054 

10,039 

10,257 

.928 

+2 

1976 

.858 

10,936 

9,388 

9,993 

.914 

+6 

1977 

.899 

11,186 

10,060 

10,332 

.924 

+3 

1978 

.892 

11,043 

9,853 

10,212 

.925 

+4 

1979 

.886 

11,077 

9,817 

10,220 

.923 

+4 

1980 

.872 

11,151 

9,727 

10,307 

.924 

+6 

A- 10 


B.4  04  OFFICERS 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  04  officers  in  the  Amy 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

17,734 

792 

895 

.050 

+13 

1975 

.048 

17,120 

818 

855 

.050 

+  4 

1976 

.052 

16,906 

882 

845 

.050 

-  4 

1977 

.061 

16,547 

1,005 

809 

.049 

-20 

1978 

.064 

16,310 

1,036 

781 

.048 

-25 

1979 

.068 

16,003 

1,081 

727 

.045 

-33 

1980 

.071 

15,922 

1,137 

706 

.044 

-38 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  : 

is:  Total  04 

officers  in 

the  Amy 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Officers 

i  who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

16,906 

169 

159 

.009 

-  6 

1977 

.009 

16,547 

155 

156 

.009 

0 

1978 

.009 

16,310 

154 

157 

.010 

+  2 

1979 

.010 

16,003 

159 

140 

.009 

-12 

1980 

.010 

15,922 

165 

126 

.008 

-24 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  : 

Is:  Total  04 

officers  in 

the  Amy 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Officers 

;  who  are  R/E  Other 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

16,906 

251 

219 

.013 

-13 

1977 

.019 

16,547 

307 

243 

.015 

-21 

1978 

.017 

16,310 

271 

255 

.016 

-  6 

1979 

.019 

16,003 

300 

283 

.018 

-  6 

1980 

.018 

15-922 

290 

272 

.017 

-  6 

B.4  04  OFFICERS 


FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  04  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

17,734 

732 

385 

.022 

-47 

1975 

.045 

17, 120 

770 

386 

.022 

-50 

1976 

.052 

16,906 

885 

407 

.024 

-54 

1977 

.058 

16,54? 

965 

433 

.026 

-55 

1978 

.064 

16,310 

1,050 

507 

.031 

-52 

1979 

.071 

16,003 

1,129 

602 

.038 

-47 

1980 

.077 

15,922 

1,228 

698 

.044 

-43 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  04  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

17,734 

16,356 

16,439 

.927 

0 

1975 

.908 

17, 120 

15,548 

15,853 

.926 

+2 

1976 

.858 

16,906 

14,514 

15,018 

.888 

+4 

1977 

.899 

16,547 

14,881 

15,292 

.924 

+3 

1978 

.892 

16,310 

14,552 

15,009 

.920 

+3 

1979 

.886 

16,003 

14,185 

14,763 

.922 

+4 

1980 

.872 

15,922 

13,889 

14,700 

.923 

+6 

B.5  03  OFFICERS 

BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  03  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

31,935 

1,427 

1,403 

.044 

-  2 

1975 

.048 

33,574 

1,605 

1,496 

.044 

-  7 

1976 

.052 

31,510 

30,619 

1,645 

1,488 

.047 

-10 

1977 

.061 

1,860 

1,675 

.055 

-10 

1978 

.064 

28,559 

1,814 

1,713 

.060 

-  6 

1979 

.068 

26,286 

1,775 

1,799 

.068 

+  1 

1980 

.071 

28,568 

.077 

+  7 

B.5  03  OFFICERS 


HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  03  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year  Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

31,510 

316 

273 

.009 

-14 

1977 

.009 

30,619 

287 

296 

.010 

+  3 

1978 

.009 

28,559 

270 

285 

.010 

+  6 

1979 

.010 

26,286 

261 

302 

.011 

+16 

1980 

.010 

28,568 

296 

378 

.013 

+28 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  03  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  R/E 

Other 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

31,510 

468 

354 

.011 

-24 

1977 

.019 

30,619 

568 

480 

.016 

-16 

1978 

.017 

28,559 

475 

435 

.015 

-  8 

1979 

.019 

26,286 

493 

484 

.018 

-  2 

1980 

.018 

28,568 

521 

559 

.020 

+  7 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  03  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Array  Officers  who  are  Female 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


B.5  03  OFFICERS 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  03  officers  in  the  Array 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

31,935 

29,453 

29,711 

.930 

+1 

1975 

.908 

33,574 

30,962 

30,490 

.908 

+2 

1976 

.858 

31,510 

27,051 

27,903 

.886 

+3 

1977 

.899 

30,619 

27,536 

27,928 

.912 

+1 

1978 

.892 

28,559 

25,481 

25,713 

.900 

+1 

1979 

.886 

26,286 

23,300 

23,311 

.887 

0 

1980 

.872 

28,568 

24,921 

24,618 

.862 

-1 

B.6  02  OFFICERS 

BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  02  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

12,005 

536 

496 

.041 

-  8 

1975 

.048 

12,223 

584 

626 

.051 

+  7 

1976 

.052 

10,334 

539 

681 

.066 

+26 

1977 

.061 

9,391 

570 

800 

.085 

+40 

1978 

.064 

10,816 

687 

935 

.086 

+36 

1979 

.068 

13,086 

884 

1,258 

.096 

+42 

1980 

.071 

11,288 

806 

1,263 

.112 

+57 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  02  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

10,334 

104 

145 

.014 

+40 

1977 

9,391 

88 

85 

.009 

-  4 

1978 

-  . 

10,816 

102 

121 

.011 

+18 

1979 

.010 

13,086 

130 

160 

.012 

+23 

1980 

.010 

11,288 

117 

123 

.011 

+  5 

B.6  02  OFFICERS 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  02  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

10,334 

154 

164 

.016 

+  7 

1977 

.019 

9,391 

174 

245 

.026 

+41 

1978 

.017 

10,816 

180 

229 

.021 

+27 

1979 

.019 

13,086 

246 

299 

.023 

+22 

1980 

.018 

11,288 

206 

238 

.021 

+16 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  02  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are 

Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion  Indicator 

1974 

.041 

12,005 

496 

1,444 

.120 

+191 

1975 

.045 

12,223 

550 

1,666 

.136 

+203 

1976 

.052 

10,334 

541 

1,242 

.120 

+130 

1977 

.058 

9,391 

548 

1,181 

.126 

+  116 

1978 

.064 

10,816 

696 

1,482 

.137 

+113 

1979 

.071 

13,086 

924 

1,721 

.132 

+  86 

1980 

.077 

11,288 

871 

1,356 

.120 

+  56 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  02  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are 

White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 
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B.7  01  OFFICERS 

BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  01  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

13,063 

584 

492 

.038 

-16 

1975 

.048 

10,487 

501 

551 

.052 

+10 

1976 

.052 

10,973 

573 

808 

.074 

+41 

1977 

.061 

11,783 

716 

1,123 

.095 

+57 

1978 

.064 

12,721 

13,198 

808 

1,212 

1,240 

.095 

+50 

1979 

.068 

891 

.094 

+39 

1980 

.071 

13,375 

955 

1,330 

.099 

+39 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  01  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

10,973 

110 

84 

.008 

-24 

1977 

.009 

11,783 

111 

121 

.010 

+  9 

1978 

.009 

12,721 

120 

96 

.008 

-20 

1979 

.010 

13,198 

131 

80 

.006 

-39 

1980 

.010 

13,375 

139 

87 

.006 

-37 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

> 

Total  01  officers  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  R/E 

Other 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

10,973 

163 

340 

.031 

+109 

1977 

.019 

11,783 

218 

396 

.034 

+  81 

1978 

.017 

12,721 

212 

348 

.027 

+  64 

1979 

.019 

13,198 

248 

336 

.025 

+  36 

1980 

.018 

13,375 

244 

318 

.024 

+  30 

A-16 


B.7  01  OFFICERS 


FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  01  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

13,063 

539 

692 

.053 

+28 

1975 

.045 

10,487 

472 

595 

.057 

+26 

1976 

.052 

10,973 

575 

941 

.086 

+64 

1977 

.058 

11,783 

687 

1,297 

.110 

+89 

1978 

.064 

12,721 

819 

1,512 

.119 

+85 

1979 

.071 

13,198 

931 

1,565 

.118 

+68 

1980 

.077 

13,375 

1,031 

2,010 

.150 

+95 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  01  officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

13,063 

12,048 

11,456 

.877 

-  5 

1975 

.908 

10,487 

9,524 

8,620 

.822 

-10 

1976 

.858 

10,973 

9,420 

8,251 

.752 

-12 

1977 

.899 

11,783 

10,596 

9,672 

.821 

-  9 

1978 

.892 

12,721 

11,350 

10,363 

.815 

-  9 

1979 

.886 

13,198 

11,699 

10,649 

.807 

-  9 

1980 

.872 

13,375 

11,667 

10,886 

.814 

-  7 

B.8  CW4  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  CW4  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

1,410 

63 

54 

.038 

-14 

1975 

.048 

1,334 

64 

53 

.040 

-17 

1976 

.052 

1 ,282 

67 

58 

.045 

-13 

1977 

.061 

1,306 

79 

68 

.052 

-14 

1978 

.064 

1,378 

88 

71 

.052 

-19 

1979 

.068 

1,358 

92 

76 

.056 

-17 

1980 

.071 

1,397 

100 

84 

.060 

-16 

A— 17 


B.8  CW4  OFFICER 


HIS PANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  CW4  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year  Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

1,282 

13 

13 

.010 

+  1 

1977 

.009 

1,306 

12 

15 

.011 

+22 

1978 

.009 

1,378 

13 

16 

.012 

+23 

1979 

.010 

1,358 

14 

16 

.012 

+18 

1980 

.010 

1,397 

14 

20 

.014 

+38 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  CW4  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

1,282 

19 

17 

.013 

-11 

1977 

.019 

1,306 

24 

13 

.010 

-46 

1978 

.017 

1,378 

23 

12 

.009 

-48 

1979 

.019 

1,358 

26 

14 

.010 

-45 

1980 

.018 

1,397 

26 

14 

.010 

-45 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  CW4  officers  in 
is:  Proportion  of  Army 

the  Army 
Officers 

who  are  Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

1,410 

58 

3 

.002 

-95 

1975 

.045 

1,334 

60 

3 

.002 

-95 

1976 

.052 

1,282 

67 

3 

.002 

-96 

1977 

.058 

1,306 

76 

4 

.003 

-95 

1978 

.064 

1,378 

89 

3 

.002 

-97 

1979 

.071 

1,358 

96 

4 

.003 

-96 

1980 

.077 

1,397 

108 

2 

.001 

-98 

A—  1 8 


B.8  CW4  OFFICER 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  CW4  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

1,410 

1,300 

1,318 

.935 

4-1 

1975 

.908 

1,334 

1,212 

1,243 

.932 

4-3 

1976 

.858 

1,282 

1,101 

1,194 

.931 

4-9 

1977 

.899 

1,306 

1,175 

1,210 

1,278 

.926 

4-3 

1978 

.892 

1,378 

1,230 

.927 

4-4 

1979 

.886 

1,358 

1,204 

1,250 

.920 

4-4 

1980 

.872 

1,397 

1,219 

1,276 

.913 

4-5 

B.9  CW3  OFFICER 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  CW3  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

3,506 

157 

180 

.051 

4-15 

1975 

.048 

3,326 

159 

179 

.054 

4-13 

1976 

.052 

3,090 

161 

165 

.053 

4-  2 

1977 

.061 

3,528 

214 

188 

.053 

-12 

1978 

.064 

3,813 

242 

208 

.054 

-14 

1979 

.068 

3,862 

261 

190 

.049 

-27 

1980 

.071 

3,949 

282 

203 

.051 

-28 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  CW3  officers  in 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army 

the  Army 
Officers 

i  who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

B.9  CW3  OFFICERS 


RACIAL/ETHNICS  OTHERS 


> . 


t- 


V 

r--. 


Base  Population  is:  Total  CW3  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

3,090 

46 

32 

.010 

-30 

1977 

.019 

3,528 

65 

36 

.010 

-45 

1978 

.017 

3,813 

63 

44 

.012 

-31 

1979 

.019 

3,862 

72 

42 

.011 

-42 

1980 

.018 

3,949 

72 

47 

.012 

-35 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  CW3  officers  in 
is:  Proportion  of  Army 

the  Army 
Officers 

who  are  Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

3,506 

145 

4 

.001 

-97 

1975 

.045 

3,326 

150 

2 

.001 

-99 

1976 

.052 

3,090 

162 

3 

.001 

-98 

1977 

.058 

3,528 

206 

4 

.001 

-98 

1978 

.064 

3,813 

246 

6 

.002 

-98 

1979 

.071 

3,862 

272 

4 

.001 

-98 

1980 

.077 

3,949 

305 

6 

.002 

-98 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  CW3  officers  in 
is:  Proportion  of  Army 

the  Army 
Officers 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

3,506 

3,234 

3,228 

.921 

0 

1975 

.908 

3,326 

3,020 

3,057 

.919 

+1 

1976 

.858 

3,090 

2,653 

2,846 

.921 

+7 

1977 

.899 

3,528 

3,173 

3,266 

.926 

+3 

1978 

.892 

3,813 

3,402 

3,516 

.922 

+3 

1979 

.886 

3,862 

3,423 

3,591 

.930 

+5 

1980 

.872 

3,949 

3,445 

3,650 

.924 

+6 

A-20 
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B. 10  CW2  OFFICERS 


BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  CW2  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

7,127 

318 

351 

.049 

+10 

1975 

.048 

6,576 

314 

349 

.053 

+11 

1976 

.052 

6,049 

316 

330 

.054 

+  4 

1977 

.061 

5,347 

325 

336 

.063 

+  4 

1978 

.064 

4,964 

315 

338 

.068 

+  7 

1979 

.068 

5,203 

351 

372 

.071 

+  6 

1980 

.071 

5,117 

365 

358 

.070 

-  2 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  CW2  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

6,049 

61 

55 

.009 

-  9 

1977 

.009 

5,347 

50 

48 

.009 

-  4 

1978 

.009 

4,964 

47 

55 

.011 

+17 

1979 

.010 

5,203 

52 

64 

.012 

+24 

1980 

.010 

5,117 

53 

65 

.013 

+22 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  CW2  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Array  Officers  who  are  R/E  Other 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 

1976  .015  6,049  90  67  .011  -25 

1977  .019  5,347  99  80  .015  -19 

1978  .017  4,964  83  53  .011  -36 

1979  .019  5,203  98  78  .015  -20 

1980  .018  5,117  93  77  .015  -18 
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B. 10  CW2  OFFICERS 


FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  CW2  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

7,127 

294 

9 

.001 

-97 

1975 

.045 

6,576 

296 

10 

.002 

-97 

1976 

.052 

6,049 

317 

13 

.002 

-96 

1977 

.058 

5,347 

312 

14 

.003 

-96 

1978 

.064 

4,964 

320 

16 

.003 

-95 

1979 

.071 

5,203 

367 

33 

.006 

-91 

1980 

.077 

5,117 

395 

43 

.008 

-89 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  CW2  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

7,127 

6,573 

6,598 

.926 

0 

1975 

.908 

6,576 

5,972 

6,052 

.920 

+1 

1976 

.858 

6,049 

5,193 

5,455 

.902 

+5 

1977 

.899 

5,347 

4,808 

4,870 

.911 

+1 

1978 

.892 

4,964 

4,429 

4,514 

.909 

+2 

1979 

.886 

5,203 

4,612 

4,681 

.900 

+2 

1980 

.872 

5,117 

4,464 

4,593 

.898 

+3 

B. 1 1  W01  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  W01  officers  in  the  Array 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


B.  1 1  W01  OFFICERS 


HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  W01  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

2,255 

23 

16 

.007 

-29 

1977 

.009 

2,903 

27 

25 

.009 

-  8 

1978 

.009 

3,098 

29 

24 

.008 

-18 

1979 

.010 

2,531 

25 

26 

.010 

+  3 

1980 

.010 

2,845 

30 

35 

.012 

+19 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  W01  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

2,255 

34 

30 

.013 

-10 

1977 

.019 

2,903 

54 

85 

.029 

+58 

1978 

.017 

3,098 

52 

54 

.017 

+  5 

1979 

.019 

2,531 

48 

90 

.036 

+90 

1980 

.018 

2,845 

52 

62 

.022 

+20 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  W01  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


B. 1 1  W01  OFFICERS 
WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  W01  officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

2,083 

1,921 

1,823 

.875 

-  5 

1975 

.908 

1,984 

1,802 

1,347 

.679 

-25 

1976 

.858 

2,255 

1,936 

668 

.296 

-66 

1977 

.899 

2,903 

2,61 1 

2,405 

.828 

-  8 

1978 

.892 

3,098 

2,764 

2,564 

.828 

-  7 

1979 

.886 

2,531 

2,244 

2,090 

.826 

-  7 

1980 

.872 

2,845 

2,482 

1,883 

.662 

-24 

C.1  E9  ENLISTED 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E9  enlisted  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

3,695 

780 

375 

.101 

-52 

1975 

.222 

3,705 

822 

457 

.123 

-44 

1976 

.241 

3,687 

889 

556 

.151 

-37 

1977 

.263 

3,736 

982 

606 

.162 

-38 

1978 

.291 

3,731 

1 ,084 

616 

.165 

-43 

1979 

.321 

3,722 

1,194 

701 

.188 

-41 

1980 

.329 

3,738 

1,229 

793 

.212 

-36 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E9  enlisted  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

3,687 

130 

127 

.034 

-  2 

1977 

.037 

3,736 

136 

138 

.037 

+  1 

1978 

.039 

3,731 

145 

136 

.036 

-  6 

1979 

.042 

3,722 

155 

128 

.034 

-18 

1980 

.044 

3,738 

164 

137 

.037 

-16 
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C.1  E9  ENLISTED 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E9  enlisted  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

3,705 

70 

75 

.020 

+  7 

1976 

.026 

3,687 

97 

101 

.027 

+  4 

1977 

.028 

3,736 

106 

97 

.026 

-  8 

1978 

.031 

3,731 

115 

96 

.026 

-17 

1979 

.032 

3,722 

119 

97 

.026 

-19 

1980 

.032 

3,738 

118 

93 

.025 

-21 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  E9  enlisted  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted 

who  are  Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

3,695 

144 

10 

.003 

-93 

1975 

.056 

3,705 

206 

10 

.003 

-95 

1976 

.065 

3,687 

241 

8 

.002 

-97 

1977 

.068 

3,736 

253 

13 

.003 

-95 

1978 

.075 

3,731 

280 

21 

.006 

-92 

1979 

.083 

3,722 

310 

22 

.006 

-93 

1980 

.091 

3,738 

340 

20 

.005 

-94 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is: 
Expected  Proportion 

Total  E9  enlisted  in  the  Army 
is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

3,695 

2,640 

3,100 

.839 

+17 

1975 

.746 

3,705 

2,762 

3,170 

.856 

+15 

1976 

.696 

3,687 

2,567 

2,903 

.787 

+13 

1977 

.672 

3,736 

2,510 

2,895 

.775 

+15 

1978 

.639 

3,731 

2,384 

2,883 

.773 

+21 

1979 

.605 

3,722 

2,252 

2,796 

.751 

+24 

1980 

.587 

3,738 

2,194 

2,715 

.726 

+24 

A-25 


C.2  E8  ENLISTED 


BLACKS 


*■ 

Base 

Population  is: 

Total  E8 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Army 

t 

Expected  Proportion 

is:  Proportion  of  Army 

Enlisted 

who  are  Black 

R 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

12,100 

12,649 

2,556 

1,834 

.152 

-28 

1975 

.222 

2,806 

2,125 

.168 

-24 

1976 

.241 

12,916 

3,114 

2,429 

.188 

-22 

1977 

.263 

12,720 

3,343 

2,584 

.203 

-23 

1978 

.291 

12,444 

3,617 

2,703 

.217 

-25 

1979 

.321 

12,651 

4,057 

3,008 

.238 

-26 

. 

1980 

•  329 

13,158 

4,325 

3,414 

.259 

-21 

. 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is: 

Total  E8 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion 

is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlistee 

who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

i 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

12,916 

455 

430 

.033 

-  6 

1977 

.037 

12,720 

464 

411 

.032 

-12 

1978 

.039 

12,444 

484 

411 

.033 

-15 

1979 

.042 

12,651 

527 

435 

.034 

-18 

1980 

.044 

13,158 

577 

437 

.033 

-24 

»* 

► 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is: 

Total  E8 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Army 

« 

p— 

Expected  Proportion 

is:  Proportion  of  Array 

Enlisted 

who  are  R/E 

Other 

L  . 

», 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

•  ' 

1975 

.019 

12,649 

239 

26? 

.021 

+12 

i 

1976 

.026 

12,916 

341 

284 

.022 

-17 

1977 

.028 

12,720 

359 

274 

.022 

-24 

1978 

.031 

12,444 

384 

251 

.020 

-35 

,  • 

1979 

.032 

12,651 

406 

267 

.021 

-34 

► 

1980 

.032 

13,158 

415 

282 

.021 

-32 

« 
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C.2  E8  ENLISTED 


FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E8  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

12, 10C 
12,649 

472 

97 

.008 

-80 

1975 

.056 

703 

95 

.008 

-86 

1976 

.065 

12,916 

844 

89 

.007 

-90 

1977 

.068 

12,720 

862 

82 

.006 

-90 

1978 

.075 

12,444 

935 

77 

.006 

-92 

1979 

.083 

12,651 

1,056 

80 

.006 

-92 

1980 

.091 

13,158 

1,198 

87 

.007 

-93 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is: 

Total  E8 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion 

is:  Proportion  of  Army 

Enlisted 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

12,100 

8,644 

9,394 

.776 

+  9 

1975 

.746 

12,649 

9,431 

10,246 

.810 

+  9 

1976 

.696 

12,916 

8,992 

9,770 

.756 

+  9 

1977 

.672 

12,720 

8,544 

9,450 

.743 

+11 

1978 

.639 

12,444 

7,951 

9,076 

.729 

+14 

1979 

.605 

12,651 

7,653 

8,940 

.707 

+17 

1980 

.587 

13,158 

7,723 

9,018 

.685 

+17 

C.3  E7  ENLISTED 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E7  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

45,789 

9,671 

9,439 

.206 

-  2 

1975 

.222 

45,657 

.219 

-  1 

1976 

.241 

45,607 

10,994 

.232 

-  4 

1977 

.263 

45,364 

11,922 

10,906 

.240 

-  8 

1978 

.291 

45,260 

13,156 

11,449 

.253 

-13 

1979 

.321 

45,474 

14,582 

11,408 

.251 

-22 

1980 

.329 

45,321 

14,896 

11,133 

.246 

-25 

C.3  E7  ENLISTED 


HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E7  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 


Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

45,607 

1,607 

1,473 

.032 

-  8 

45,364 

1,656 

1 ,448 

.032 

-13 

45,260 

1,759 

1,360 

.030 

-23 

45,474 

1,895 

1,351 

.030 

-29 

45,321 

1,988 

1,362 

.030 

-32 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E7  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 


Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

45,657 

864 

836 

.018 

-  3 

45,607 

1,204 

975 

.021 

-19 

45,364 

1,281 

979 

.022 

-24 

45,260 

1,398 

958 

.021 

-32 

45,474 

1,458 

973 

.021 

-33 

45,321 

1,431 

1 ,061 

.023 

-26 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E7  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Array  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

45,789 

1,787 

314 

.007 

-82 

1975 

.056 

45,657 

2,538 

326 

.007 

-87 

1976 

.065 

45,607 

2,982 

353 

.008 

-88 

1977 

.068 

45,364 

3,075 

373 

.008 

-88 

1978 

.075 

45,260 

3,400 

384 

.008 

-89 

1979 

.083 

45,474 

3,794 

465 

.010 

-88 

1980 

.091 

45,321 

4,127 

552 

.012 

-87 

>•  -v.v- \av  : 


C.3  E7  ENLISTED 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E7  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

45,789 

32,710 

33,461 

.731 

+  2 

1975 

.746 

45,657 

34,041 

34,785 

.762 

+  2 

1976 

.696 

45,607 

31,750 

32,549 

.714 

+  2 

1977 

.672 

45,364 

30,472 

32,024 

.706 

+  5 

1978 

.639 

45,260 

28,917 

31,487 

.696 

+  9 

1979 

.605 

45,474 

27,508 

31,741 

.698 

+15 

1980 

.587 

45,321 

26,600 

31,752 

.701 

+19 

C.4  E6  ENLISTED 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E6  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

71,373 

15,074 

16,344 

.229 

+  8 

1975 

.222 

72,177 

16,014 

15,652 

.217 

-  2 

1976 

.241 

71 ,025 

17,122 

14,601 

.206 

-15 

1977 

.263 

71,928 

18,904 

14,915 

.207 

-21 

1978 

.291 

69,904 

20,319 

14,799 

.212 

-27 

1979 

.321 

71,900 

23,057 

16,312 

.227 

-29 

1980 

.329 

74,205 

24,389 

18,026 

.243 

-26 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E6  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


C.4  E6  ENLISTED 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E6  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

72,177 

1,366 

1,087 

.015 

-20 

1976 

.026 

71 ,025 

1,875 

1,562 

.022 

-If 

1977 

.028 

71,928 

2,031 

1,655 

.023 

-18 

1978 

.031 

69,904 

2,159 

1,667 

.024 

-23 

1979 

.032 

71 ,900 

2,306 

1,838 

.026 

-20 

1980 

.032 

74,205 

2,343 

2,031 

.027 

-13 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E6  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

71,373 

2,786 

684 

.010 

-75 

1975 

.055 

72,177 

4,013 

899 

.012 

-78 

1976 

.065 

71 ,025 

4,644 

1,123 

.016 

-76 

1977 

.068 

71,928 

4,875 

1,304 

.018 

-73 

1978 

.075 

69,904 

5,252 

1,361 

.019 

-74 

1979 

.083 

71 ,900 

5,999 

1,619 

.022 

-73 

1980 

.091 

74,205 

6,757 

2,189 

.029 

-68 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E6  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

71,373 

50,986 

51,166 

.717 

0 

1975 

.746 

72,177 

53,814 

55,397 

.768 

+  3 

1976 

.696 

71 ,025 

49,445 

52,758 

.743 

+  7 

1977 

.672 

71 ,928 

48,315 

53,113 

.738 

+10 

1978 

.639 

69,904 

44,662 

51,223 

.733 

+15 

1979 

.605 

71 ,900 

43,494 

51,346 

.714 

+18 

1980 

.587 

74,205 

43,554 

51,494 

.694 

+18 

1 
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C.5  E5  ENLISTED 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E5  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

96,270 

20,333 

17,442 

.181 

-14 

1975 

.222 

108,279 

24,023 

19,761 

.182 

-18 

1976 

.241 

108,917 

26,256 

22,249 

.204 

-15 

1977 

.263 

112,580 

29,588 

25,644 

.228 

-13 

1978 

.291 

118,567 

34,464 

29,913 

.252 

-13 

1979 

.321 

114,285 

36,649 

32,482 

.284 

-11 

1980 

•  329 

119,428 

39,252 

38,468 

.322 

-  2 

HIS PANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E5  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

108,917 

3,838 

3,954 

.036 

+3 

1977 

.037 

112,580 

4,109 

4,094 

.036 

0 

1978 

.039 

118,567 

4,607 

4,584 

.039 

0 

1979 

.042 

114,285 

4,762 

4,757 

.042 

0 

1980 

.044 

119,428 

5,239 

5,251 

.044 

0 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E5  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

108,279 

2,049 

MB 

.018 

-  2 

1976 

.026 

108,917 

2,875 

.026 

-  3 

1977 

.028 

112,580 

3,179 

2,982 

.026 

-  6 

1978 

.031 

3,662 

3,315 

.028 

-10 

1979 

.032 

114,285 

3,665 

3,488 

.030 

-  5 

1980 

.032 

119,428 

3,770 

.034 

+  6 

A  ^  4 


C.5  E5  ENLISTED 


FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E5  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

96,270 

3,758 

2,532 

.026 

-33 

1975 

.056 

108,279 

6,020 

4,316 

.040 

-28 

1976 

.065 

108,917 

7,121 

5,795 

.053 

-19 

1977 

.068 

112,580 

7,631 

7,813 

.069 

+  2 

1978 

.075 

118,567 

8,908 

9,132 

.077 

+  2 

1979 

.083 

114,285 

9,535 

10,067 

.088 

+  6 

1980 

.091 

119,428 

10,875 

11,169 

.094 

+  3 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is: 

Total  E5 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion 

is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

96,270 

68,771 

72,876 

.757 

+6 

1975 

.746 

108,279 

80,731 

86,448 

79,892 

.798 

+7 

1976 

.696 

108,917 

75,824 

.734 

+5 

1977 

.672 

112,580 

75,622 

79,841 

.709 

+6 

1978 

.639 

118,567 

75,754 

80,740 

.681 

+7 

1979 

.605 

114,285 

69,133 

73,555 

.644 

+6 

1980 

.587 

119,428 

70,096 

71,637 

.600 

+2 

C .6  E4  ENLISTED 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E4  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

176,698 

37,320 

29,007 

.164 

-22 

1975 

.222 

167,044 

37,061 

37,123 

.222 

0 

1976 

.241 

168,738 

40,677 

41 ,884 

.248 

+  3 

1977 

.263 

175,552 

46,138 

45,392 

.258 

-  2 

1978 

.291 

179,022 

52,037 

52,579 

.294 

+  1 

1979 

.321 

168,589 

54,063 

56,503 

.335 

+  4 

1980 

•  329 

168,254 

64,429 

.383 

+16 

LSXjJ 


Mi] 


C.6  E4  ENLISTED 


HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E4  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Amy 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

168,738 

5,946 

6,495 

.038 

+  9 

1977 

.037 

175,552 

6,408 

6,888 

.039 

+  8 

1978 

.039 

179,022 

6,956 

7,591 

.042 

+  9 

1979 

.042 

168,589 

7,025 

7,635 

.045 

+  9 

1980 

.044 

168,254 

7,381 

8,109 

.048 

+10 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E4  enlisted  personnel  in  ths  Amy 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

167,044 

3,162 

3,307 

.020 

+5 

1976 

.026 

168,738 

4,454 

4,807 

.028 

+8 

1977 

.028 

175,552 

4,958 

4,945 

.028 

0 

1978 

.031 

179,022 

5,530 

5,235 

.029 

-5 

1979 

.032 

168,589 

5,407 

5,406 

.032 

0 

1980 

.032 

168,254 

5,312 

5,617 

.033 

+6 

FEMALES 

Base 

Population  is 

:  Total  E4 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Amy 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army 

Enlisted  who  are  Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

176,698 

6,897 

5,501 

.031 

-20 

1975 

.056 

167,044 

9,287 

9,864 

.059 

+  6 

1976 

.065 

168,738 

11,032 

16,102 

.095 

+46 

1977 

.068 

175-552 

11,899 

16,026 

.091 

+35 

1978 

.075 

179,022 

13,450 

15,170 

.085 

+13 

1979 

.083 

168,589 

14,066 

15,614 

.093 

+11 

1980 

.091 

168,254 

15,321 

17,777 

.106 

+16 

A-33 


C.6  E4  ENLISTED 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E4  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

176,698 

126,226 

135,054 

.764 

+7 

1975 

.746 

167,044 

124,545 

126,326 

.756 

+1 

1976 

.696 

168,738 

117,469 

115,463 

.684 

-2 

1977 

.672 

175,552 

117,922 

118,274 

.674 

0 

1978 

.639 

179,022 

114,379 

113,576 

.634 

-1 

1979 

.605 

168,589 

101,982 

99,030 

.587 

-3 

1980 

.587 

168,254 

98,754 

89,939 

.534 

-9 

C.7  E3  ENLISTED 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E3  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

94,077 

19,870 

20,672 

.220 

+  4 

1975 

.222 

104,926 

23,279 

27,466 

.262 

+18 

1976 

.241 

101,240 

24,405 

24,831 

.245 

+  2 

1977 

.263 

98,640 

25,924 

29,140 

.295 

+12 

1978 

.291 

113,766 

33,069 

37,822 

.332 

+14 

1979 

.321 

109,109 

34,989 

41 ,086 

.376 

+17 

1980 

•  329 

99,127 

32,580 

38,265 

.386 

+17 

HISPANICS 

Base 

Population  is 

:  Total  E3 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Array  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

101,240 

98,640 

3,568 

3,335 

.033 

-  6 

1977 

.037 

3,600 

3,816 

.039 

+  6 

1978 

.039 

113,766 

4,421 

4,625 

.041 

+  5 

1979 

.042 

109,109 

4,546 

4,981 

.046 

+10 

1980 

.044 

99,127 

4,348 

4,874 

.049 

+12 

A-34 


C.7  E3  ENLISTED 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E3  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

104,926 

1,986 

2,145 

.020 

+8 

1976 

.026 

101,240 

2,673 

2,701 

.027 

+1 

1977 

.028 

98,640 

2,786 

2,561 

.026 

-8 

1978 

.031 

113,766 

3,514 

3,333 

.029 

-5 

1979 

.032 

109,109  ' 

3,499 

3,289 

.030 

-6 

1980 

.032 

99,127 

3,130 

3,131 

.032 

0 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E3  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

94,077 

3,672 

5,320 

.056 

+45 

1975 

.056 

104,926 

5,834 

9,013 

.086 

+54 

1976 

.065 

101,240 

6,619 

8,817 

.087 

+33 

1977 

.068 

98,640 

6,686 

8,269 

.084 

+24 

1978 

.075 

113,766 

8,547 

9,979 

.088 

+17 

1979 

.083 

109,109 

9,104 

12,402 

.114 

+36 

1980 

.091 

99,127 

12,112 

9,027 

.091 

+34 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is 

:  Total  E3 

enlisted  personnel  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army 

Enlisted 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

94,077 

67,205 

65,822 

.700 

-  2 

1975 

.746 

104,926 

78,231 

74,529 

.710 

-  5 

1976 

.696 

101,240 

70,479 

70,223 

.694 

0 

1977 

.672 

98,640 

66,258 

63,077 

.639 

-  5 

1978 

.639 

113,766 

72,686 

67,947 

.597 

-  6 

1979 

.605 

109,109 

66,002 

59,721 

.547 

-10 

1980 

.587 

99,127 

58,181 

52,480 

.529 

-10 

A-35 


C.8  E 2  ENLISTED 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E2  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

103,371 

21,833 

27,696 

.268 

+27 

1975 

.222 

104,293 

23,139 

25,865 

.248 

+12 

1976 

.241 

98,748 

23,805 

26,102 

.264 

+10 

1977 

.263 

80,724 

21,216 

24,235 

.300 

+14 

1978 

.291 

53,972 

15,688 

18,872 

.350 

+20 

1979 

.321 

50,008 

16,036 

18,911 

.378 

+18 

1980 

.329 

65,920 

21,666 

21,377 

.324 

-  1 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  E2  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

98,748 

3,480 

3,280 

.033 

-  6 

1977 

.037 

80,724 

2,946 

2,744 

.034 

-  7 

1978 

.039 

53,972 

2,097 

1,852 

.034 

-12 

1979 

.042 

50,008 

2,084 

1,857 

.037 

-11 

1980 

.044 

65,920 

2,892 

2,896 

.044 

0 

RACIAL  ETHNIC/OTHERS 

Base  Population  is 

:  Total  E2 

enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army 

Enlisted 

1  who  are  R/E  Other 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

104,293 

1,974 

1,941 

.019 

-  2 

1976 

.026 

98,748 

2,607 

2,800 

.028 

+  7 

1977 

.028 

80,724 

2,280 

2,390 

.030 

+  5 

1978 

.031 

53,972 

1,667 

1,946 

.036 

+17 

1979 

.032 

50,008 

1,604 

1,900 

.038 

+18 

1980 

.032 

65,920 

2,081 

2,323 

.035 

+12 

A-36 


C.8  E 2  ENLISTED 


FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E2  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

103,371 

4,035 

6,166 

.060 

+53 

1975 

.056 

104,293 

5,798 

8,967 

.086 

+55 

1976 

.065 

98,748 

6,456 

7,539 

.076 

+17 

1977 

.068 

80,724 

5,472 

6,105 

.076 

+12 

1978 

.075 

53,972 

4,055 

5,709 

.106 

+41 

1979 

.083 

50,008 

4,172 

5,156 

.103 

+24 

1980 

.091 

65,920 

6,003 

7,582 

.115 

+26 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  E2  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

103,371 

73,844 

66,421 

.642 

-10 

1975 

.746 

104,293 

77,759 

73,531 

.705 

-  5 

1976 

.696 

98,748 

68,745 

66,195 

.670 

-  4 

1977 

.672 

80,724 

54,224 

51,169 

.634 

-  6 

1978 

.639 

53,972 

34,483 

31,176 

27,158 

.578 

-10 

1979 

.605 

50,008 

30,251 

.543 

-10 

1980 

.587 

65,920 

38,691 

38,505 

.584 

0 

C.9  El  ENLISTED 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  El  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Enlisted  who  are  Black 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


C.9  El  ENLISTED 


HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  El  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

69,129 

2,436 

2,784 

.040 

+14 

1977 

.037 

78,788 

2,876 

3,045 

.039 

+  6 

1978 

.039 

72,668 

2,824 

3,237 

.044 

+15 

1979 

.042 

81 ,240 

3,385 

3,827 

.047 

+13 

1980 

.044 

84,565 

3,710 

3,858 

.046 

+  4 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  El  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  R/E  Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

59,424 

1,125 

1,175 

.020 

+  4 

1976 

.026 

69,129 

1,825 

1,934 

.028 

+  6 

1977 

.028 

78,788 

2,225 

3,322 

.042 

+49 

1978 

.031 

72,668 

2,244 

3,873 

.053 

+73 

1979 

.032 

81 ,240 

2,606 

3,813 

.047 

+46 

1980 

.032 

84,565 

2,670 

2,729 

.032 

+  2 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  El  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

70,973 

2,770 

5,696 

.080 

+  106 

1975 

.056 

59,424 

3,304 

4,213 

4,634 

.071 

+  28 

1976 

.065 

69,129 

4,520 

.067 

+  2 

1977 

.068 

78,788 

5,340 

6,108 

.078 

+  14 

1978 

72,668 

5,460 

8,455 

.116 

+  55 

1979 

.083 

81,240 

6,778 

9,390 

.116 

+  38 

1980 

.091 

84,565 

7,700 

9,861 

.117 

+  28 

A-38 


Eli] 


C.9  El  ENLISTED 


WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  El  enlisted  personnel  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

70,973 

50,700 

44,432 

.626 

-12 

1975 

.746 

59,424 

44,306 

41,188 

.693 

-  7 

1976 

.696 

69,129 

48,125 

43,642 

.631 

-  9 

1977 

.672 

78,788 

52,923 

46,947 

.596 

-11 

1978 

.639 

72,668 

46,428 

39,536 

.544 

-15 

1979 

.605 

81 ,240 

49,144 

43,131 

.531 

-12 

1980 

.587 

84,565 

49,634 

47,888 

.566 

-  4 

D. 1  GENERAL  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  General  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

481 

22 

12 

.025 

-44 

1975 

.048 

458 

22 

12 

.026 

-45 

1976 

.052 

449 

23 

13 

.029 

-45 

1977 

.061 

450 

27 

13 

.029 

-52 

1978 

.064 

432 

27 

18 

.042 

-34 

1979 

.068 

420 

28 

22 

.052 

-22 

1980 

.071 

433 

31 

24 

.055 

-22 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  General  Officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

449 

4 

3 

.007 

-  33 

1977 

.009 

450 

4 

3 

.007 

-  29 

1978 

.009 

432 

4 

4 

.009 

-  2 

1979 

.010 

420 

4 

3 

.007 

-  28 

1980 

.010 

433 

4 

3 

.007 

-  33 

A-39 


D.1  GENERAL  OFFICERS 


RACIAL  ETHNIC/OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  General  Officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

449 

7 

1 

.002 

-85 

1977 

.019 

450 

8 

1 

.002 

-88 

1978 

.017 

432 

7 

1 

.002 

-86 

1979 

.019 

420 

8 

1 

.002 

-87 

1980 

.018 

433 

8 

2 

.005 

-75 

FEMALES 

Base 

Population  is 

:  Total  General  Officers 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  Female 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

481 

20 

2 

.004 

-90 

1975 

.045 

458 

21 

2 

.004 

-90 

1976 

.052 

449 

24 

2 

.004 

-92 

1977 

.058 

450 

26 

2 

.004 

-92 

1978 

.064 

432 

28 

2 

.005 

-93 

1979 

.071 

420 

30 

2 

.005 

-93 

1980 

.077 

433 

33 

2 

.005 

-94 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  General  Officers 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

481 

444 

467 

.971 

+  5 

1975 

.908 

458 

416 

444 

.969 

+  7 

1976 

.858 

449 

386 

432 

.962 

+12 

1977 

.899 

450 

405 

433 

.962 

+  7 

1978 

.892 

432 

385 

409 

.947 

+  6 

1979 

.886 

420 

372 

392 

.933 

+  5 

1980 

.872 

433 

378 

404 

.933 

+  7 

A-40 


D.2  TACTICAL  OPERATIONS  OFFICERS 


BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Tactical  Operations  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

47,883 

2,140 

1,876 

.039 

-12 

1975 

.048 

46,920 

2,243 

1,918 

.041 

-14 

1976 

.052 

27,119 

1,416 

1,130 

.042 

-20 

1977 

.061 

27,074 

1,644 

1,251 

.046 

-24 

1978 

.064 

26,603 

1,689 

1,267 

.048 

-25 

1979 

.068 

26,124 

1,764 

1,238 

.047 

-30 

1980 

.071 

26,584 

1,898 

1,290 

.048 

-32 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Tactical  Operations  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

27,119 

272 

286 

.010 

+  5 

1977 

.009 

27,074 

254 

242 

.009 

-  5 

1978 

.009 

26,603 

252 

236 

.009 

-  6 

1979 

.010 

26,124 

259 

240 

.009 

-  8 

1980 

.010 

26 , 584 

276 

230 

.009 

-17 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Tactical  Operations  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected  Base  Expected 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number 


Actual  Actual  Difference 
Number  Proportion  Indicator 


1976 


.015 


27,119 


403 


347 


013 


-14 


D.2  TACTICAL  OPERATIONS  OFFICERS 
FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Tactical  Operations  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

47,883 

1,976 

24 

.000 

-99 

1975 

.045 

46,920 

2,110 

27 

.000 

-99 

1976 

.052 

27,119 

1,420 

8 

.000 

-99 

1977 

.058 

27,074 

1,578 

14 

.000 

-99 

1978 

.064 

26,603 

1,713 

20 

.001 

-99 

1979 

.071 

26,124 

1,844 

23 

.001 

-99 

1980 

.077 

26,584 

2,051 

31 

.001 

-98 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Tactical  Operations  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

47,883 

44,162 

44,530 

.930 

+1 

1975 

.908 

46,920 

42,610 

43,373 

.924 

+2 

1976 

.858 

27,119 

27,074 

23,281 

24,474 

.902 

+5 

1977 

.899 

24,348 

24,983 

.923 

+3 

1978 

.892 

26 , 603 

23,736 

24,582 

.924 

+4 

1979 

.886 

26,124 

23,156 

23,984 

.918 

+4 

1980 

.872 

26 , 584 

23,190 

24,137 

.908 

+4 

D.3  INTELLIGENCE  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Intelligence  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

5,354 

239 

203 

.038 

-15 

1975 

.048 

5,218 

249 

207 

.040 

-17 

1976 

.052 

4,386 

229 

165 

.038 

-28 

1977 

.061 

4,273 

260 

183 

.043 

-30 

1978 

.064 

4,464 

284 

196 

.044 

-31 

1979 

.068 

4,399 

297 

183 

.042 

-38 

1980 

.071 

4,579 

327 

187 

.041 

-43 

A-42 


D.3  INTELLIGENCE  OFFICERS 


HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Intelligence  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

4,386 

44 

37 

.008 

-16 

1977 

.009 

4,273 

40 

41 

.010 

+  2 

1978 

.009 

4,464 

42 

42 

.009 

0 

1979 

.010 

4,399 

44 

45 

.010 

+  3 

1980 

.010 

4,579 

48, 

40 

.009 

-16 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Intelligence  Officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnie 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

4,386 

65 

55 

.012 

-16 

1977 

.019 

4,273 

79 

77 

.018 

-  3 

1978 

.017 

4,464 

74 

69 

.015 

-  7 

1979 

.019 

4,399 

83 

75 

.017 

-  9 

1980 

.018 

4,579 

84 

80 

.017 

-  4 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Intelligence  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


D.3  INTELLIGENCE  OFFICERS 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Intelligence  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

5,354 

4,938 

4,978 

.930 

+1 

1975 

.908 

5,218 

4,739 

4,776 

.915 

+1 

1976 

.858 

4,386 

3,765 

3,799 

.866 

+1 

1977 

.899 

4,273 

3,843 

3,953 

.925 

+3 

1978 

.892 

4,464 

3,983 

4,115 

4,041 

4,158 

.922 

+3 

1979 

.886 

4,399 

3,899 

.919 

+4 

1980 

.872 

4,579 

3,994 

.908 

+4 

D.4  ENGINEERING  AND  MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

15,296 

684 

892 

.058 

+30 

1975 

.048 

13,616 

651 

873 

.064 

+34 

1976 

.052 

13,324 

696 

920 

.069 

+32 

1977 

.061 

13,167 

800 

1,020 

.077 

+28 

1978 

.064 

13,378 

850 

1 ,081 

.081 

+27 

1979 

.068 

13,290 

897 

1,095 

.082 

+22 

1980 

.071 

13,885 

991 

1,203 

.087 

+21 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


D.4  ENGINEERING  AND  MAINTENANCE  OFFICERS 
RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

13,324 

198 

210 

.016 

+6 

1977 

.019 

13,167 

244 

225 

.017 

-8 

1978 

.017 

13,378 

222 

219 

.016 

-2 

1979 

.019 

13,290 

249 

244 

.018 

-2 

1980 

.018 

13,885 

253 

239 

.017 

-6 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

15,296 

631 

27 

.002 

-96 

1975 

.045 

13,616 

13,324 

612 

80 

.006 

-87 

1976 

.052 

698 

260 

.020 

-63 

1977 

.058 

13,167 

768 

318 

.024 

-59 

1978 

.064 

13,378 

861 

480 

.036 

-44 

1979 

.071 

13,290 

938 

548 

.041 

-42 

1980 

.077 

13,885 

1,071 

787 

.057 

-26 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Engineering  and  Maintenance  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

15,296 

14,107 

13,986 

.914 

-1 

1975 

.908 

13,616 

12,365 

12,077 

.887 

-2 

1976 

.858 

13,324 

11,438 

11,358 

.852 

-1 

1977 

.899 

13,167 

11,841 

11,691 

.888 

-1 

1978 

.892 

13,378 

11,936 

11,790 

.881 

-1 

1979 

.886 

13,290 

13,885 

11,780 

11,664 

.878 

-1 

1980 

.872 

12,112 

11,960 

.861 

-1 

A-45 


D.5  OFFICER  SCIENTISTS  AND  PROFESSIONALS 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Scientists  and  Professionals  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

4,416 

197 

143 

.032 

-28 

1975 

.048 

4,407 

211 

158 

.036 

-25 

1976 

.052 

3,728 

195 

150 

.040 

-23 

1977 

.061 

3,720 

226 

188 

.050 

-17 

1978 

.064 

3,568 

227 

193 

.054 

-15 

1979 

.068 

3,534 

239 

205 

.058 

-14 

1980 

.071 

3,737 

267 

210 

.056 

-21 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Scientists  and  Professionals  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

3,728 

37 

21 

.006 

-44 

1977 

.009 

3,720 

35 

18 

.005 

-48 

1978 

.009 

3,568 

34 

18 

.005 

-47 

1979 

.010 

3,534 

35 

21 

.006 

-40 

1980 

.010 

3,737 

39 

27 

.007 

-30 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Scientists  and  Professionals  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


D.5  OFFICER  SCIENTISTS  AND  PROFESSIONALS 
FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Scientists  and  Professionals  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

4,416 

182 

69 

.016 

-62 

1975 

.045 

4,407 

198 

79 

.018 

-60 

1976 

.052 

3,728 

195 

60 

.016 

-69 

1977 

.058 

3,720 

217 

87 

.023 

-60 

1978 

.064 

3,568 

230 

97 

.027 

-59 

1979 

.071 

3,534 

249 

120 

.034 

-52 

1980 

•  077 

3,737 

288 

145 

.039 

-50 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Scientists  and  Professionals  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

4,416 

4,073 

4,172 

.945 

+2 

1975 

.908 

4,407 

4,002 

4,032 

.915 

+1 

1976 

.858 

3,728 

3,200 

3,125 

.838 

-2 

1977 

.899 

3,720 

3,345 

3,363 

.904 

0 

1978 

.892 

3,568 

3,183 

3,209 

.899 

+1 

1979 

.886 

3,534 

3,132 

3,184 

.901 

+2 

1980 

.872 

3,737 

3,260 

3,330 

.891 

+2 

D.6  MEDICAL  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Medical  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

11,562 

517 

310 

.027 

-40 

1975 

.048 

12,214 

584 

365 

.030 

-38 

1976 

.052 

11,998 

626 

405 

.034 

-35 

1977 

.061 

11,676 

709 

582 

.050 

-18 

1978 

.064 

12,048 

765 

595 

.049 

-22 

1979 

.068 

12,416 

838 

745 

.060 

-11 

1980 

.071 

12,403 

886 

735 

.059 

-17 

A-47 


D.6  MEDICAL  OFFICERS 


HIS PANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Medical  Officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

11,998 

120 

114 

.010 

-  5 

1977 

.009 

11,676 

110 

106 

.009 

-  3 

1978 

.009 

12,048 

114 

114 

.009 

0 

1979 

.010 

12,416 

124 

141 

.011 

+14 

1980 

.010 

12,403 

129 

154 

.012 

+20 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Medical  Officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

11,998 

178 

185 

.015 

+  4 

1977 

.019 

11,676 

216 

341 

.029 

+  58 

1978 

.017 

12,048 

200 

353 

.029 

+  76 

1979 

.019 

12,416 

233 

468 

.038 

+101 

1980 

.018 

12,403 

226 

422 

.034 

+  87 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Medical  Officers  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

11,562 

477 

3,056 

.264 

♦540 

1975 

.045 

12,214 

549 

3,082 

.252 

+461 

1976 

.052 

11,998 

628 

3,118 

.260 

+396 

1977 

.058 

11,676 

681 

3,089 

.264 

+354 

1978 

.064 

12,048 

776 

3,383 

.281 

+336 

1979 

.071 

12,416 

12,403 

876 

3,495 

.281 

+299 

1980 

.077 

957 

3,563 

.287 

+272 

D.6  MEDICAL  OFFICERS 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Medical  Officers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.922 

11,562 

10,664 

10,775 

.932 

+  1 

1975 

.908 

12,214 

11,092 

11,165 

.914 

+  1 

1976 

.858 

11,998 

10,300 

8,706 

.726 

-16 

1977 

.899 

11,676 

10,500 

10,320 

.884 

-  2 

1978 

.892 

12,048 

10,749 

10,197 

.846 

-  5 

1979 

.886 

12,416 

11,006 

10,515 

.847 

-  4 

1980 

.872 

12,403 

10,820 

10,119 

.816 

-  6 

D.7  OFFICER  ADMINISTRATORS 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Administrators  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

12,995 

581 

762 

.059 

+31 

1975 

.048 

12,639 

604 

846 

.067 

+40 

1976 

.052 

8,578 

448 

621 

.072 

+39 

1977 

.061 

8,423 

512 

666 

.079 

+30 

1978 

.064 

8,478 

538 

722 

.085 

+34 

1979 

.068 

8,425 

569 

765 

.091 

+34 

1980 

.071 

8,179 

584 

780 

.095 

+34 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is 

:  Total  Officer  Administrators  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers 

who  are  Hispanic 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

8,578 

86 

103 

.012 

+20 

1977 

8,423 

79 

96 

.011 

+21 

1978 

.009 

8,478 

80 

106 

.012 

+32 

1979 

.010 

8,425 

84 

.012 

+23 

1980 

.010 

8,179 

85 

114 

.014 

+34 

D.7  OFFICER  ADMINISTRATORS 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Administrators  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

8,578 

127 

167 

.019 

+31 

1977 

.019 

8,423 

156 

164 

.019 

+  5 

1978 

.017 

8,478 

141 

141 

.017 

0 

1979 

.019 

8,425 

158 

152 

.018 

-  4 

1980 

.018 

8,179 

149 

156 

.019 

+  5 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Administrators  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

12,995 

536 

793 

.061 

♦48 

1975 

.045 

12,639 

568 

820 

.065 

+44 

1976 

.052 

8,578 

449 

532 

.062 

+18 

1977 

.058 

8,423 

491 

579 

.069 

+18 

1978 

.064 

8,478 

546 

694 

.082 

+27 

1979 

.071 

8,425 

594 

761 

.090 

+28 

1980 

.077 

8,179 

631 

853 

.104 

+35 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Officer  Administrators  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


D.8  SUPPLY,  PROCUREMENT  AND  ALLIED  OFFICERS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Supply,  Procurement  and  Allied  Officers  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.045 

6,952 

311 

506 

.073 

+63 

1975 

.048 

6,718 

321 

513 

.076 

+60 

1976 

.052 

5,511 

288 

485 

.088 

+69 

1977 

.061 

5,320 

323 

582 

.109 

+80 

1978 

.064 

5,315 

338 

612 

.115 

+81 

1979 

.068 

2,783 

188 

310 

.111 

+65 

1980 

.071 

2,811 

201 

323 

.115 

+61 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Supply,  Procurement  and  Allied  Officers  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.010 

5,511 

55 

75 

.014 

+36 

1977 

.009 

5,320 

50 

64 

.012 

+28 

1978 

.009 

5,315 

50 

62 

.012 

+23 

1979 

.010 

2,783 

28 

29 

.010 

+  5 

1980 

.010 

2,811 

29 

35 

.012 

+20 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Supply,  Procurement  and  Allied  Officers  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.015 

5,511 

82 

83 

.015 

+  1 

1977 

.019 

5,320 

99 

89 

.017 

-10 

1978 

.017 

5,315 

88 

74 

.014 

-16 

1979 

.019 

2,783 

52 

40 

.014 

-23 

1980 

.018 

2,811 

51 

31 

.011 

-40 

A-51 


D.8  SUPPLY,  PROCUREMENT  AND  ALLIED  OFFICERS 
FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Supply,  Procurement  and  Allied  Officers  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.041 

6,952 

287 

54 

.008 

-81 

1975 

.0*45 

6,718 

302 

102 

.015 

-66 

1976 

.052 

5,511 

289 

217 

.039 

-25 

1977 

.058 

5,320 

310 

228 

.043 

-26 

1978 

.064 

5,315 

342 

274 

.052 

-20 

1979 

.071 

2,783 

196 

54 

.019 

-72 

1980 

.077 

2,811 

217 

70 

.025 

-68 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Supply,  Procurement  and  Allied  Officers  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Officers  who  are  White 


1974 

.922 

6,952 

6,718 

6,412 

6,198 

.892 

-3 

1975 

.908 

6,101 

5,931 

.883 

-3 

1976 

.858 

5,511 

4,731 

4,541 

.824 

-4 

1977 

.899 

5,320 

4,784 

4,544 

.854 

-5 

1978 

.892 

5,315 

4,742 

4,506 

.848 

-5 

1979 

.886 

2,783 

2,467 

2,390 

.859 

-3 

1980 

.872 

2,811 

2,452 

2,332 

.830 

-5 

ENLISTED  INFANTRY  AND  GUN  CREWS 

BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Infantry  and  Gun 

Crews  in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion 

is:  Proportion  of  Army 

Enlisted 

who  are 

Black 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion  Indicator 

1974 

.211 

146,276 

30,895 

32,645 

.223 

+6 

1975 

.222 

149,134 

33,088 

35,640 

.239 

+8 

1976 

.241 

164,903 

39,752 

39,093 

.237 

-2 

1977 

.263 

171 ,982 

45,200 

44,799 

.260 

-1 

1978 

.291 

168,084 

48,858 

48,754 

.290 

0 

1979 

.321 

157,798 

50,602 

52,011 

.330 

+3 

1980 

.329 

156,200 

51,338 

51,967 

.333 

+1 

A-52 


? 

'TT’T^r^TS 

i 

1 

1 

1 

C*’ 

c* 

i 

E.1  ENLISTED  INFANTRY 

AND  GUN  CREWS 

1 

| 

) 

m 

HISPANICS 

Base 

Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Infantry  and  Gun 

Crews  in  the  Army  \ 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic  ] 

i 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

3 

Difference  1 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator  J 

1976 

.035 

164,903 

171 ,982 

5,811 

6,611 

.040 

+14  * 

- 

1977 

.037 

6,278 

7,141 

7,632 

.042 

+14  ’A 

i 

1978 

.039 

168,084 

6,531 

.045 

+17  a 

1979 

.042 

157,798 

6,575 

7,912 

.050 

+20  j 

1980 

.044 

156,200 

6,852 

8,187 

.052 

+20 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

« 

Base 

Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Infantry  and  Gun 

Crews  in 

the  Army  | 

v 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic  ] 

-■ 

Other 

1 

« 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

• 

Difference 

« 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1 

1975 

.019 

149,134 

2,823 

3,258 

.022 

1 

+15 

1976 

.026 

164,903 

4,353 

4,729 

.029 

+  9  : 

1977 

.028 

171 ,982 

4,857 

4,700 

.027 

-  3 

1978 

.031 

168,084 

157,798 

5,192 

4,697 

.028 

-10 

a 

1979 

.032 

5,061 

4,980 

.032 

-  2  ; 

| 

1980 

.032 

156,200 

4,931 

4,910 

.031 

0  ! 

FEMALES 

- 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Infantry  and  Gun 

Crews  in 

the  Army  ; 

J 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female  ■ 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

■; 

1974 

.039 

146,276 

5,709 

183 

.001 

-97  j 

L« 

1975 

.056 

149,134 

8,291 

77 

.000 

-99  ! 

■ 

1976 

.065 

164,903 

10,782 

83 

.000 

-99 

!•■ 

1977 

.068 

171 ,982 

11,657 

65 

.000 

-99 

• 

1978 

.075 

168,084 

12,628 

121 

.001 

-99 

[■ 

1979 

.083 

157,798 

13,166 

284 

.002 

-98 

1980 

.091 

156,200 

14,224 

627 

.004 

i 

A- 53 

\ 

J 

..  .  -•  ■  *.  • 

■  ■  1  - 

1 

E. 1  ENLISTED  INFANTRY  AND  GUN  CREWS 


WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Infantry  and  Gun  Crews  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Nimber 

Nunber 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

146,276 

104,494 

101,859 

.696 

-2 

1975 

.746 

149,134 

111,191 

108,796 

.730 

-2 

1976 

.696 

164,903 

114,799 

114,319 

.693 

0 

1977 

.672 

171 ,982 

115,524 

115,282 

.670 

0 

1978 

.639 

168,084 

157,798 

107,390 

106,984 

.636 

0 

1979 

.605 

95,455 

92,832 

.588 

-3 

1980 

.587 

156,200 

91,679 

90,172 

.577 

-2 

E.2  ENLISTED  ELECTRONIC  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRMEN 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

33,265 

7,026 

4,440 

.133 

-37 

1975 

.222 

33,048 

7,332 

5,011 

.152 

-32 

1976 

.241 

31,587 

7,614 

5,220 

.165 

-31 

1977 

.263 

30,961 

8,137 

5,728 

.185 

-30 

1978 

.291 

30,336 

8,818 

6,178 

.204 

-30 

1979 

.321 

28,858 

9,254 

6,340 

.220 

-32 

1980 

.329 

28,070 

9,226 

6,957 

.248 

-25 

HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


E.2  ENLISTED  ELECTRONIC  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRMEN 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion  Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

33,048 

626 

659 

.020 

+  5 

1976 

.026 

31,587 

834 

776 

.024 

-  7 

1977 

.028 

30,961 

874 

745 

.024 

-15 

1978 

.031 

30,336 

937 

759 

.025 

-19 

1979 

.032 

28,858 

926 

806 

.028 

-13 

1980 

.032 

28,070 

886 

867 

.031 

-  2 

FEMALES 

Base 

Population  is: 

Total  Enlisted  Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year  Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974  .039 

33,265 

1,298 

86 

.002 

-93 

1975  .056 

33,048 

1,837 

231 

.007 

-87 

1976  .065 

31,587 

2,065 

833 

.026 

-60 

1977  .068 

30,961 

2,099 

1,232 

.040 

-41 

1978  .075 

30,336 

2,279 

1,236 

.041 

-46 

1979  .083 

28,858 

2,408 

1,075 

.037 

-55 

1980  .091 

28,070 

2,556 

962 

.034 

-62 

WHITES 

Base  Population 

is:  Total  Enlisted  Electronic  Equipment  Repairmen  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

33,265 

23,763 

26,935 

.810 

+13 

1975 

.746 

33,048 

24,640 

27,348 

.828 

+11 

1976 

.696 

31,587 

21,990 

24,784 

.785 

+13 

1977 

.672 

30,961 

20,797 

23,644 

.764 

+14 

1978 

.639 

30,336 

19,382 

22,558 

.744 

+16 

1979 

.605 

28,858 

17,457 

20,897 

.724 

+20 

1980 

.587 

28,070 

16,475 

19,330 

.689 

+17 

A-55 


E.3  ENLISTED  COMMUNICATIONS  AND  INTELLIGENCE  SPECIALISTS 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Communications  and  Intelligence 

Specialists  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

44,224 

9,340 

6,345 

.143 

-32 

1975 

.222 

45,561 

10,108 

8,901 

.195 

-12 

1976 

.241 

57,784 

13,930 

13,722 

.237 

-  2 

1977 

.263 

62,751 

16,492 

16,668 

.266 

+  1 

1978 

.291 

64,133 

18,642 

18,399 

.287 

-  1 

1979 

.321 

60,881 

19,523 

18,882 

20,988 

.310 

-  3 

1980 

.329 

63,360 

20,825 

.331 

+  1 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Communications  and  Intelligence 

Specialists  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

57,784 

2,036 

1,870 

.032 

-8 

1977 

.037 

62,751 

2,290 

2,409 

.038 

+5 

1978 

.039 

64,133 

2,492 

2,535 

.040 

+2 

1979 

.042 

60,881 

2,537 

2,522 

.041 

-1 

1980 

.044 

63,360 

2,779 

2,662 

.042 

-4 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Communications  and  Intelligence 

Specialists  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

45,561 

862 

573 

.012 

-34 

1976 

.026 

57,784 

1,525 

1,110 

.019 

-27 

1977 

.028 

62,751 

1,772 

1,220 

.019 

-31 

1978 

.031 

64,133 

1,981 

1,264 

1,234 

.020 

-36 

1979 

.032 

60,881 

1,953 

.020 

-37 

1980 

.032 

63,360 

2,000 

1,435 

.023 

-28 

E.3  ENLISTED  COMMUNICATIONS  AND  INTELLIGENCE  SPECIALISTS 
FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Communications  and  Intelligence 

Specialists  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

44,224 

1,726 

996 

.022 

-42 

1975 

.056 

45,561 

2,533 

2,350 

.052 

-  7 

1976 

.065 

57,784 

3,778 

5,916 

.102 

+57 

1977 

.068 

62,751 

4,253 

5,276 

.084 

+24 

1978 

.075 

64,133 

4,818 

5,224 

.081 

+  8 

1979 

.083 

60,881 

63,360 

5,080 

5,319 

.087 

+  5 

1980 

.091 

5,770 

6,932 

.109 

+20 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Communications  and  Intelligence 

Specialists  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

44,224 

31,592 

35,395 

.800 

+12 

1975 

.746 

45,561 

33,970 

35,941 

.789 

+  6 

1976 

.696 

57,784 

40,227 

41,053 

.710 

+  2 

1977 

.672 

62,751 

42,151 

42,443 

.676 

+  1 

1978 

.639 

64,133 

40,975 

41,930 

.654 

+  2 

1979 

.605 

60,881 

36,828 

38,241 

.628 

+  4 

1980 

.587 

63,360 

37,188 

38,223 

.603 

+  3 

E.4  ENLISTED  MEDICAL  AND  DENTAL  SPECIALISTS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

36,455 

7,700 

7,123 

.195 

-  8 

1975 

.222 

34,165 

7,580 

6,833 

.200 

-10 

1976 

.241 

30,998 

7,472 

6,483 

.209 

-13 

1977 

.263 

34,350 

9,028 

8,071 

.235 

-11 

1978 

.291 

34,858 

10,132 

9,030 

.259 

-11 

1979 

.321 

34,700 

11,128 

9,934 

.286 

-11 

1980 

.329 

34,700 

11,405 

10,819 

.312 

-  5 

A-57 


E.4  ENLISTED  MEDICAL  AND  DENTAL  SPECIALISTS 


HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

30,998 

1,092 

995 

.032 

-  9 

1977 

.037 

34,350 

1,254 

1,236 

.036 

-  1 

1978 

.039 

34,858 

1,354 

1,331 

.038 

-  2 

1979 

-042 

34,700 

1,446 

1,549 

.045 

+  7 

1980 

.044 

34,700 

1,522 

1,847 

.053 

+21 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

34,165 

647 

628 

.018 

-  3 

1976 

.026 

30,998 

818 

911 

.029 

+11 

1977 

.028 

34,350 

970 

1,170 

.034 

+21 

1978 

.031 

34,858 

1,077 

1,319 

.038 

+22 

1979 

.032 

34,700 

1,113 

1,290 

.037 

+16 

1980 

.032 

34,700 

1,096 

1,351 

.039 

+23 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


E.4  ENLISTED  MEDICAL  AND  DENTAL  SPECIALISTS 
WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Medical  and  Dental  Specialists  in  the 

Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

36,455 

26 , 042 

26,737 

.733 

+3 

1975 

.746 

34,165 

25,473 

26,680 

.781 

+5 

1976 

.696 

30,998 

21,580 

22,599 

.729 

+5 

1977 

.672 

34,350 

23,074 

23,869 

.695 

+3 

1978 

.639 

34,858 

22,271 

23,178 

.665 

+4 

1979 

.605 

34,700 

20,990 

21,925 

20,645 

.632 

♦4 

1980 

.587 

34,700 

20,367 

.595 

+1 

E.5  ENLISTED  OTHER  TECHNICAL  AND  ALLIED  SPECIALISTS 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

12,747 

2,692 

1,417 

.111 

-47 

1975 

.222 

12,775 

2,834 

1,663 

.130 

-41 

1976 

.241 

12,513 

3,016 

1,632 

.130 

-46 

1977 

.263 

12,290 

12,589 

3,230 

1,874 

.152 

-42 

1978 

.291 

3,659 

2,282 

.181 

-38 

1979 

.321 

12,783 

4,099 

2,793 

.218 

-32 

1980 

.329 

13,955 

4,587 

3,394 

.243 

-26 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

12,513 

441 

288 

.023 

-35 

1977 

.037 

12,290 

449 

337 

.027 

-25 

1978 

.039 

12,589 

489 

385 

.030 

-21 

1979 

.042 

12,783 

533 

426 

.033 

-20 

1980 

.044 

13,955 

612 

497 

.036 

-19 
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E.5  ENLISTED  OTHER  TECHNICAL  AND  ALLIED  SPECIALISTS 


i 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 


i 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


i 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

12,775 

242 

213 

.017 

-12 

1976 

.026 

12,513 

330 

281 

.022 

-15 

1977 

.028 

12,290 

347 

304 

.025 

-12 

1978 

.031 

12,589 

389 

343 

.027 

-12 

1979 

.032 

12,783 

410 

375 

.029 

-  8 

1980 

.032 

13,955 

441 

430 

.031 

-  2 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Other  Technical  and  Allied  Specialists 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


I 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

12,747 

498 

335 

.026 

-33 

1975 

.056 

12,775 

710 

596 

.047 

-16 

1976 

.065 

12,513 

818 

823 

.066 

+  1 

1977 

.068 

12,290 

833 

856 

.070 

+  3 

1978 

.075 

12,589 

946 

921 

.073 

-  3 

1979 

.083 

12,783 

1,067 

1,163 

.091 

+  9 

1980 

.091 

13,955 

1,271 

1,604 

.115 

+26 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is 

:  Total  Enlisted  Other 

Technical 

and  Allied  Specialists 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

12,747 

9,106 

10,627 

.834 

+17 

1975 

.746 

12,775 

9,525 

10,829 

.848 

+14 

1976 

.696 

12,513 

8,711 

10,311 

.824 

+18 

1977 

.672 

8,255 

9,775 

9,578 

.795 

+18 

1978 

.639 

12,589 

8,043 

.761 

+19 

1979 

.605 

12,783 

7,733 

9,189 

.719 

+19 

1980 

.587 

13,955 

8,191 

9,624 

.690 

+18 
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E.6  ENLISTED  FUNCTIONAL  SUPPORT  AND  ADMINISTRATION 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Functional  Support  and  Administration 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

131,307 

27,733 

32,141 

.245 

+16 

1975 

.222 

129,666 

103,817 

28,768 

37,771 

.291 

+31 

1976 

.241 

25,027 

32,530 

.313 

+30 

1977 

.263 

100,685 

26,462 

33,528 

.333 

+27 

1978 

.291 

102,842 

29,894 

37,712 

.367 

+26 

1979 

.321 

103,731 

33,264 

41,323 

.398 

+24 

1980 

.329 

106,145 

34,887 

44,879 

.423 

+29 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Functional  Support  and  Administration 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

103,817 

3,658 

4,159 

.040 

+14 

1977 

.037 

100,685 

3,675 

4,071 

.040 

+11 

1978 

.039 

102,842 

3,996 

4,207 

.041 

+  5 

1979 

.042 

103,731 

4,322 

4,401 

4,694 

.042 

+  2 

1980 

.044 

106,145 

4,656 

.044 

+  1 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Functional  Support  and  Administration 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

129,666 

2,454 

3,120 

.024 

+27 

1976 

.026 

103,817 

2,741 

3,429 

.033 

+25 

1977 

.028 

100,685 

2,844 

3,557 

.035 

+25 

1978 

.031 

102,842 

3,176 

3,897 

.038 

+23 

1979 

.032 

103,731 

3,327 

3,946 

.038 

+19 

1980 

.032 

106,145 

3,351 

4,207 

.040 

+26 
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E.6  ENLISTED  FUNCTIONAL  SUPPORT  AND  ADMINISTRATION 


FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Functional  Support  and  Administration 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

131,307 

5,125 

9,819 

.075 

+  92 

1975 

.056 

129,666 

7,209 

14,229 

.110 

+  97 

1976 

.065 

103,817 

6,788 

13,947 

.134 

+106 

1977 

.068 

100,685 

6,824 

15,441 

.153 

+126 

1978 

.075 

102,842 

7,727 

16,208 

.158 

+  110 

1979 

.083 

103,731 

8,655 

18,228 

.176 

+111 

1980 

.091 

106,145 

9,666 

19,572 

.184 

+102 

WHITES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Functional  Support  and  Administration 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

131,307 

93,800 

88,626 

.675 

-  6 

1975 

.746 

129,666 

96,677 

88,603 

.683 

-  8 

1976 

.696 

103,817 

72,273 

63,656 

.613 

-12 

1977 

.672 

100,685 

67,632 

59,518 

.591 

-12 

1978 

.639 

102,842 

65,707 

57,022 

.554 

-13 

1979 

.605 

103,731 

62,749 

54,056 

.521 

-14 

1980 

.587 

106,145 

62,300 

52,238 

.492 

-16 

E.7  ENLISTED  ELECTRICAL/MECHANICAL  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRMEN 
BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electrical/Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen 

in  the  Amy 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Enlisted  who  are  Black 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


E.7  ENLISTED  ELECTRICAL/MECHANICAL  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRMEN 


HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electrical/Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

87,292 

3,076 

2,830 

.032 

-8 

1977 

.037 

92,636 

3,381 

3,258 

.035 

-4 

1978 

.039 

95,917 

3,727 

3,608 

.038 

-3 

1979 

.0112 

94,065 

3,920 

3,735 

.040 

-5 

1980 

.044 

96,803 

4,246 

3,967 

.041 

-7 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electrical/Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

92,781 

1,756 

1,567 

.017 

-11 

1976 

.026 

87,292 

2,304 

2,108 

.024 

-  8 

1977 

.028 

92,636 

2,616 

2,427 

.026 

-  7 

1978 

.031 

95,917 

2,963 

2,795 

.029 

-  6 

1979 

.032 

94,065 

3,017 

3,013 

.032 

0 

1980 

.032 

96,803 

3,056 

3,399 

.035 

+11 

FEMALES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electrical/Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

92,898 

3,626 

49 

.000 

-99 

1975 

.056 

92,781 

5,158 

498 

.005 

-90 

1976 

.065 

87,292 

5,707 

1,793 

.020 

-69 

1977 

.068 

92,636 

6,279 

2,402 

.026 

-62 

1978 

.075 

95,917 

7,206 

3,550 

.037 

-51 

1979 

.083 

9*1,065 

7,848 

3,304 

.035 

-58 

1980 

.091 

96,803 

8,815 

3,832 

.040 

-56 
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E.7  ENLISTED  ELECTRICAL/MECHANICAL  EQUIPMENT  REPAIRMEN 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Electrical/Mechanical  Equipment  Repairmen 

in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

92,898 

66,363 

70,299 

73,067 

.757 

+6 

1975 

.746 

92,781 

69,176 

.788 

+6 

1976 

.696 

87,292 

60,769 

64,743 

.742 

+6 

1977 

.672 

92,636 

62,225 

66,704 

.720 

+7 

1978 

.639 

95,917 

61 ,282 

65,427 

.682 

+7 

1979 

.605 

94,065 

56,902 

61,535 

.654 

+8 

1980 

.587 

96,803 

56,817 

60,972 

.630 

+7 

E.8  ENLISTED  CRAFTSMEN 
BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Craftsmen  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

17,457 

3,687 

2,851 

.163 

-23 

1975 

.222 

19,776 

4,388 

3,285 

.166 

-25 

1976 

.241 

18,284 

4,408 

2,925 

2,891 

.160 

-34 

1977 

.263 

16,798 

4,415 

.172 

-34 

1978 

.291 

15,099 

4,389 

3,049 

.202 

-30 

1979 

.321 

14,233 

4,564 

3,282 

.230 

-28 

1980 

.329 

15,746 

5,175 

4,065 

.258 

-22 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Craftsmen  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

18,284 

644 

461 

.025 

-28 

1977 

.037 

16,798 

613 

438 

.026 

-29 

1978 

.039 

15,099 

587 

412 

.027 

-30 

1979 

.042 

14,233 

593 

425 

.030 

-28 

1980 

.044 

15,746 

691 

475 

.030 

-31 

E.8  ENLISTED  CRAFTSMEN 


RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Craftsmen  in  the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

19,776 

374 

292 

.015 

-22 

1976 

.026 

18,284 

483 

433 

.024 

-10 

1977 

.028 

16,798 

474 

352 

.021 

-26 

1978 

.031 

15,099 

466 

325 

.022 

-30 

1979 

.032 

14,233 

456 

358 

.025 

-22 

1980 

.032 

15,746 

497 

437 

.028 

-12 

FEMALES  ; 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Craftsmen  in  the  Army  ! 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female  ■; 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

17,457 

681 

16 

.001 

-98 

1975 

.056 

19,776 

1,100 

143 

.007 

-87 

1976 

.065 

18,284 

1,195 

390 

.021 

-67 

1977 

.068 

16,798 

1,139 

487 

.029 

-57 

1978 

.075 

15,099 

1,134 

490 

.032 

-57 

1979 

.083 

14,233 

1,188 

1,434 

469 

•  033 

-60 

1980 

.091 

15,746 

495 

.031 

-66 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Craftsmen  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 


4 


« 


Expected 
Year  Proportion 


Base 

Population 


Expected 

Number 


Actual  Actual  Difference 
Number  Proportion  Indicator 


1974 

.714 

17,457 

12,471 

13,608 

.780 

+  9 

975 

.746 

19,776 

14,745 

16,168 

.818 

+10 

976 

.696 

18,284 

12,729 

14,462 

.791 

+14 

977 

.672 

16,798 

11,284 

13,112 

.780 

+16 

978 

.639 

15,099 

9,647 

11,312 

.749 

+17 

979 

.605 

14,233 

8,610 

10, 167 

.714 

+18 

980 

.587 

15,746 

9,242 

10,746 

.682 

+16 

A-65 


E.9  ENLISTED  SERVICE  AND  SUPPLY  HANDLERS 


BLACKS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Service  and  Supply  Handlers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.211 

76,364 

16,129 

17,617 

.231 

+9 

1975 

.222 

71,713 

15,910 

16,770 

.234 

+5 

1976 

.241 

70,348 

16,958 

16,622 

.236 

-2 

1977 

.263 

73,473 

19,310 

19,043 

.259 

-1 

1978 

.291 

72,681 

21,127 

20,961 

.288 

-1 

1979 

.321 

68,679 

22,024 

21 ,831 

.318 

-1 

1980 

.329 

71,433 

23,478 

24,564 

.344 

+5 

HISPANICS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Service  and  Supply  Handlers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

70,348 

2,479 

1,993 

.028 

-20 

1977 

.037 

73,473 

2,682 

2,056 

.028 

-23 

1978 

.039 

72,681 

2,824 

2,033 

.028 

-28 

1979 

.042 

68,679 

2,862 

2,059 

.030 

-28 

1980 

.044 

11,433 

3,134 

2,319 

.032 

-26 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Service  and  Supply  Handlers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1975 

.019 

71 ,713 

1,357 

856 

.012 

-37 

1976 

.026 

70,348 

1,857 

1,238 

.018 

-33 

1977 

.028 

73,473 

2,075 

1,275 

.017 

-39 

1978 

.031 

72,681 

2,245 

1,366 

.019 

-39 

1979 

.032 

68,679 

2,203 

1,345 

.020 

-39 

1980 

.032 

71,433 

2,255 

1 ,462 

.020 

-35 
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E.9  ENLISTED  SERVICE  AND  SUPPLY  HANDLERS 


FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Service  and  Supply  Handlers  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.039 

76,364 

2,981 

642 

.008 

-78 

1975 

.056 

71,713 

3,987 

1,973 

.028 

-50 

1976 

.065 

70,348 

4,600 

4,693 

.067 

+  2 

1977 

.068 

73,473 

4,980 

5,946 

.081 

+19 

1978 

.075 

72,681 

5,461 

6,191 

.085 

+13 

1979 

.083 

68,679 

5,730 

5,911 

.086 

+  3 

1980 

.091 

71,433 

6,505 

6,489 

.091 

0 

WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Service 

and  Supply  Handlers 

in 

the  Army 

Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 

Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1974 

.714 

76,364 

54,551 

53,912 

.706 

-1 

1975 

.746 

71,713 

53,468 

53,959 

50,463 

.752 

+1 

1976 

.696 

70,348 

48,974 

.717 

+3 

1977 

.672 

73,473 

49,353 

51,096 

.695 

+4 

1978 

.639 

72,681 

68,679 

46,437 

48,319 

.665 

+4 

1979 

.605 

41 ,545 

43,439 

.632 

+5 

1980 

.587 

71,433 

41,927 

43,012 

.602 

+3 

E. 10  ENLISTED  N0N-0CCUPATI0NAL 


BLACKS 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Non-Occupational  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  Black 


.1 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.241 

101,797 

82,417 

24,540 

28,066 

.276 

+14 

1977 

.263 

21,661 

20,718 

25,455 

.309 

+18 

1978 

.291 

71,274 

23,709 

.333 

+14 

1979 

.321 

79,755 

25,576 

28,101 

.352 

+10 

E. 10  ENLISTED  NON-OCCUPATIONAL 


HISPANICS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Non-Occupational  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Enlisted  who  are  Hispanic 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.035 

101,797 

82,417 

3,587 

3,940 

.039 

+10 

1977 

.037 

3,008 

2,970 

.036 

-  1 

1978 

.039 

71,274 

2,770 

2,948 

.041 

+  6 

1979 

.042 

79,755 

3,323 

3,420 

.043 

•  +  3 

1980 

.044 

86,265 

3,784 

3,963 

.046 

+  5 

RACIAL/ETHNIC  OTHERS 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Non-Occupational  in  the  Amy 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Enlisted  who  are  Racial/Ethnic 

Other 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.026 

101,797 

2,687 

2,892 

.028 

+  8 

1977 

.028 

82,417 

2,328 

3,367 

.041 

+45 

1978 

.031 

71,274 

2,202 

2,558 

3,849 

.054 

+75 

1979 

.032 

79,755 

3,675 

2,741 

.046 

+44 

1980 

.032 

86,265 

2,724 

.032 

+  1 

FEMALES 


Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Non-Occupational  in  the  Amy 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Amy  Enlisted  who  are  Female 


Expected 

Base 

Expected 

Actual 

Actual 

Difference 

Year 

Proportion 

Population 

Number 

Number 

Proportion 

Indicator 

1976 

.065 

101,797 

82,417 

6,656 

9,284 

.091 

+40 

1977 

.068 

5,586 

8,010 

10,417 

.097 

+43 

1978 

.075 

71,274 

5,355 

.146 

+94 

1979 

.083 

79,755 

6,654 

12,190 

.153 

+83 

1980 

.091 

86,265 

7,855 

13,355 

.155 

+70 

A-68 


E. 10  ENLISTED  N0N-0CCUPATI0NAL 


WHITES 

Base  Population  is:  Total  Enlisted  Non-Occupational  in  the  Army 
Expected  Proportion  is:  Proportion  of  Army  Enlisted  who  are  White 

Expected  Base  Expected  Actual  Actual  Difference 

Year  Proportion  Population  Number  Number  Proportion  Indicator 


MEAN  MONTHS  286.81 


TOTAL  N  419  4,420  10,801  15,654  26,728  9,006  1,274  3,075  5,529 


KE  GR 


15,620 


DIFFERENCES  FROM  MEAN  MONTHS  TO  MAKE  GRADE  FOR  OFFICERS  FOR  1979 


12,238  1,349  3,833 


G.1  DIFFERENCES  FROM  MEAN  MONTH  TO  MAKE  GRADE  FOR  ENLISTED  FOR  1974 


E9 


AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL 

GROUP 

OVERALL 

LOW 

HIGH 

LOW 

MEDIUM 

HIGH 

BLACKS 

N 

+11.95 

369 

-2.02 

100 

+4.73 

48 

+7.62 

17 

+16.63 

239 

+2.25 

106 

HISPANICS 

N 

R/E  OTHERS 

N 

WHITES 

N 

-1.68 

3,060 

-7.60 

475 

-8.45 

632 

-2.03 

160 

-.32 

1,937 

-4.17 

899 

FEMALES 

N 

+14.75 

10 

1 

+10.15 

4 

+24.90 

4 

MEAN  MONTHS 
TOTAL  N 

240.85 

3,647 

234.07 

632 

233.79 

706 

238.88 

192 

242.67 

2,315 

237.66 

1,064 

E8 


GROUP 

OVERALL 

AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL 

LOW 

HIGH 

LOW 

MEDIUM 

HIGH 

BLACKS 

+10.60 

+5.28 

+6.90 

+5.29 

+12.73 

+4.71 

N 

1,819 

864 

181 

112 

1,315 

366 

HISPANICS 

N 

R/E  OTHERS 

N 

WHITES 

-2.95 

-5.61 

-11.04 

-3.43 

-1.74 

-7.36 

N 

9,355 

2,848 

2,603 

529 

6,670 

1,848 

FEMALES 

-2.06 

-19.35 

-5.03 

+5.47 

N 

97 

4 

60 

32 

MEAN  MONTHS 

201.35 

198.91 

192.14 

200.29 

202.74 

196.51 

TOTAL  N 

12,045 

4,059 

2,913 

686 

8,640 

2,359 

G.1  DIFFERENCES  FROM  MEAN  MONTH  TO  MAKE  GRADE  FOR  ENLISTED  FOR  1974 


G.1  DIFFERENCES  FROM  MEAN  MONTH  TO  MAKE  GRADE  FOR  ENLISTED  FOR  1974 


AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL 

n 

GROUP 

OVERALL 

LOW 

HIGH 

LOW 

MEDIUM 

HIGH 

v  V- 

BLACKS 

+2.74 

+.04 

+3.16 

+5.13 

+2.45 

-5.22 

N 

15,923 

13,292 

972 

3,342 

10,375 

1,683 

HISPANICS 

as 

N 

r 

R/E  OTHERS 

•- 

N 

WHITES 

-.52 

-.25 

-4.23 

+1.21 

+.56 

-9.22 

N 

66,541 

35,986 

25,806 

14,359 

39,953 

10,520 

- . 

FEMALES 

-9.60 

-6.40 

-9.47 

-11.39 

• 

N 

2,241 

24 

1,881 

315 

MEAN  MONTHS 

32.44 

32.07 

28.48 

34.25 

33.27 

23.81 

!;-• .. 

TOTAL  N 

87,870 

53,259 

27,728 

18,896 

53,647 

12,947 

S 

{■ 

E4 

O 

AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL 

GROUP 

OVERALL 

LOW 

HIGH 

LOW 

MEDIUM 

HIGH 

BLACKS 

+1.61 

+1.13 

+.08 

+2.98 

+1.23 

-.32 

N 

26,517 

23,532 

2,407 

6,189 

17,361 

2,829 

HISPANICS 

N 

R/E  OTHERS 

N 

WHITES 

-.31 

+.10 

-1.39 

+1.00 

-.30 

-2.43 

• 

N 

124,095 

71,658 

50,614 

28,079 

74,342 

21,142 

FEMALES 

-2.38 

+1.03 

-2.26 

-3.67 

K_ 

N 

4,983 

15 

4,330 

631 

. 

MEAN  MONTHS 

13.51 

13.79 

12.20 

14.81 

13.46 

11.34 

> 

TOTAL  N 

162,038 

104,402 

55,019 

37,174 

98,473 

25,644 

G.2  DIFFERENCES  FROM  MEAN  MONTH  TO  MAKE  GRADE  FOR  ENLISTED  FOR  1975 


E9 


AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL 

GROUP 

OVERALL 

LOW 

HIGH 

LOW  MEDIUM 

HIGH 

BLACKS 

+12.91 

+1.89 

+9.55 

+3*32  +15.92 

+7.64 

N 

454 

153 

56 

15  295 

139 

HISPANICS 

N 


R/E  OTHERS 

N 

-.15 

75 

-3.30 

23 

-24.35 

10 

-4.45 

2 

+7.72 

51 

-17.47 

21 

WHITES 

N 

-1.87 

3,153 

-4.85 

590 

-6.84 

728 

-2.06 

69 

+.19 

2,041 

-5.61 

1,003 

FEMALES 

N 

+8.25 

10 

0 

-23.28 

3 

+20.05 

6 

MEAN  MONTHS 
TOTAL  N 

241.95 

3,683 

238.49 

766 

236.11 

795 

240.77 

86 

244.24 

2,387 

237.75 

1,164 

E8 

GROUP 

OVERALL 

AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL 

LOW 

HIGH 

LOW 

MEDIUM 

HIGH 

BLACKS 

+  11.40 

+8.04 

+10.28 

+9.37 

+13.64 

+3.84 

N 

2,111 

1,070 

175 

63 

1.583 

444 

HISPANICS 

N 

R/E  OTHERS 

+7.85 

+2.23 

+5.66 

-9.52 

+9.87 

+3.52 

N 

266 

125 

28 

7 

208 

46 

WHITES 

-2.56 

-3.80 

-8.50 

-2.99 

-.84 

-7.80 

N 

10,210 

3,416 

2,812 

315 

7,451 

2,280 

FEMALES 

-1.96 

-6.02 

-6.89 

+4.10 

N 

95 

2 

59 

32 

MEAN  MDNTHS 

202.52 

201.63 

195.25 

201.43 

204.40 

196.77 

TOTAL  N 

12,589 

4,611 

3,016 

385 

9,244 

2,770 

AFQT 


EDUCATION  LEVEL 


A-81 


G.3  DIFFERENCES  FROM  MEAN  MONTH  TO  MAKE  GRADE  FOR  ENLISTED  FOR  1976 


AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL  ; 

5 

GROUP 

OVERALL 

LOW  HIGH 

LOW  MEDIUM  HIGH  2 

a 

AFQT 

EDUCATION  LEVEL  j 

GROUP 

OVERALL 

LOW  HIGH 

LOW  MEDIUM  HIGH  ] 

BLACKS 

N 

+10.82 

2,428 

HISPANICS 

N 

+11.21 

430 

R/E  OTHERS 

N 

+7.31 

284 

WHITES 

N 

-3.40 

9,761 

FEMALES 

N 

-5.28 

89 

MEAN  MONTHS 
TOTAL  N 

203.42 

12,906 

74 

+13.67 

+1.64 

30 

187 

15 

16 

+11.19 

+8.08 

92 

60 

2 

G.3  DIFFERENCES  FROM  MEAN  MDNTH  TO  MAKE  GRADE  FOR  ENLISTED  FOR  1976 


1  'ryf 


